
STATE OF MICHIGAN 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
DETROIT 

JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM STEVEN E. CHESTER 
GOVERNOR DIRECTOR 

December 6, 2004 

Mr. Garret E. Bendy 
MAGTEG Engineering and Gonsuiting Inc. REGION; 
46850 Magellan Drive, Suite 190 
Novi, Michigan 48377 

100S153 

Dear Mr. Bendy: 

SUBJEGT: Revised Interim Respense Plan fer the Heneywell-Fermer Detreit Geke 
Gerperatien Preperty, Detreit, Michigan 

The Department ef Envirenmental Quality (DEQ) has reviewed the abeve mentiened 
decument, received by this effice en Nevember 04, 2004. Altheugh we agree with the 
cencept ef the plan and that it is meant te replace the activities presented in Subsectiens 
3.2.6 threugh 3.2.9 ef the 1999 ERM IRAP, in erder te receive appreval the fellewing 
issues must be reselved. 

• The ebjective ef the IRP is te prevent greundwater abeve GSI frem entering the 
Rivers. Furthermere, the IRP indicates that the Plan is designed te meet the 
requirements ef R 299.5526(4)(d) and R 299.5716(14). These twe rules basically 
require immediate actien in the case ef discharges that exceed acute levels. 
Gensidering these ebjectives, it is critical that the IRP address all areas where 
releases inte the rivers are eccurring. The available data indicate that ammenia 
abeve acute levels exists en beth ends ef trenches 1 and 2 that likely will net be 
captured by the trenches. This is particularly critical en the western end ef trench 
1. it is eur epinien that this issue needs te be addressed either via extending the 
trenches er by including extractien wells that will extend beyend MW-109 and 
MW- 3, befere the IRP can be appreved. 

• The trenches censist ef vertically narrew zenes at the desired dewatering depth. 
This appreach sheuld werk in mest cases. Hewever, the DEQ is cencerned that 
perched greundwater may circumvent this system. Heneywell needs te 
demenstrate that greundwater is net perched abeve the trenches and escaping 
the system? 

• The system is based upen the presumptien that greundwater can be treated and 
dispesed effsite te the DWSD. Altheugh this is likely the case, the IRP needs te 
include ether dispesal eptiens in the event that the discharge te the DSDW is net 
accepted. 

• The IRP dees net include a cemmitment te seurce centrel measures (the use ef 
the werd "likely" en page 4-7). We agreed te take this Interim appreach en the 
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Mr. Garrett E. Bondy December 6, 2004 

presumption that source control measures would be implemented. It is the DEQ's 
opinion that source control measures are needed in order for Honeywell to meet 
the requirements of R 299.5526(5)(d) and subsequently for approval of the IRP. 

• Although the monitoring plan is part of the IRP, we will provide comments on the 
plan separately with a second letter to follow within two weeks. Therefore, we will 
keep the approval of the IRP and the Monitoring Plan separate. 

• In regards to the proposed schedule on Figure 13, a workplan for a RI/FS should 
be submitted at the start of the GSI Compliance Point Reassessment task. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Edward A. Novak 
Senior Environmental Quality Analyst 
Remediation and Redevelopment Division 
313-456-4668 

cc: Ms. Dana Rzeznik, USEPA 
Mr. Gregory Rudloff, USEPA 
Mr. Tim Metcalf, Honeywell 
Mr. Chuck Geadelmann, Honeywell 
Mr. Alan Wasserman, Williams, Acosta 
Mr. Raymond Scott, City of Detroit 
Ms. Sharon Newlon, Dicksinson Wright 
Mr. Grant Trigger, Honigman and Miller 
Mr. Oladipo Oyinsan, DEQ 
Mr. Steve Hoin, DEQ 
Ms. Caroline Olmsted, DEQ 
Mr. Peter Quackenbush, DEQ 



STATE OF MICHIGAN 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
DETROIT 

JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM - "STEVEN E. CHESTER 
GOVERNOR DIRECTOR 

June 28, 2004 

Mr. Timothy J. Metcalf RECEIVED 
Honeywell, (AlliedSignal Inc.) 
P.O. 60x1139 JUL 1 3 200^ 
101 Columbia Road 
Morristown, New Jersey 07962-1139 

' EPA REGION 5 

Mr. Will Timminga 
Economic Development Corporation 
500 Griswold, Suite 2200 
Detroit, Michigan 48226 

Dear Messers: Metcalf and Timminga: 

SUBJECT: Liquid coal tar impacted soils and free product discovered during 
redevelopment activities. Interim Response Plan (IRP) for the Former 
Detroit Coke Corporation Property, Detroit, Michigan 

The MDEQ has met with the EDC, on June 23, 2004; to discuss the handling of liquid 
coal tar impacted soils, free product and groundwater during construction activities 
during the redevelopment of the site. Under section 3.2.4 of the approved IRP, 
Honeywell has obligations to remove any point sources as they are discovered. In order 
to facilitate both the redevelopment and Honeywell's obligations, the MDEQ has 
approved the following protocols for Honeywell, the EDC and its contractors. 

• Fill material visually impacted by free product (e.g., tars) that is predominantly soil 
can be removed and temporarily stored on site per Section 20120c (4) of Part 
201. The temporary storage areas should prevent the loss of material via water or 
wind erosion shall protect against any unacceptable human contact and shall 
protect against mixing with the site soils beneath the temporary storage area. 

• Fill material found to be predominantly free product shall be handled according to 
R 299.5542 of Part 201. If the product is found to be hazardous waste under 
Part 111, then it must be handled accordingly. This entails storage in proper 
containers and processing and handling within the time frames outlined in 
Part 111. If the product is determined to be non-hazardous under Part 111, then 
the product must be contained on site and disposed off site by Honeywell in a 
manner consistent with Part 201. 

• Any groundwater removed during dewatering activities for construction shall be 
handled according to R 323.2210(e). We interpret this to mean that the 
groundwater is to be pumped to an area immediately upgradient of the excavation 
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Mr. Timothy J. Metcalf 2 _ June 28,2004 
Mr. Will Timminga 

areas. The water is to be contained locally and cannot runoff to adjacent areas. 
Alternately, the water can be transported offsite to be treated and disposed by 
Honeywell. 

• Free product found on top of the groundwater in an excavation to be dewatered 
will be removed and handled either utilizing an oil water separator system or a 
fractionation tank or some approved alternative. The separated product must be 
handled and disposed by Honeywell according to applicable rules and regulations 
(e.g.. Part 111). The remaining water can be handled as groundwater and 
discharged immediately upgradient of the dewatering area. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

drs 

Edward A. Novak 
Senior Environmental Quality Analyst 
Remediation and Redevelopment Division 
313-456-4668 

cc: Ms. Kim Kessler-Arnold, MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc., 
46850 Magellan Drive, Suite 190, Novi, Ml 48377 
Ms. Dana Rzeznik, USEPA 
Mr. Gregory Rudloff, USEPA 
Mr. Alan Wasserman 
Mr. Raymond Scott 
Ms. Sharon Newlon 
Mr. Oladipo Oyinsan, DEQ 
Mr. Steve Hoin, DEQ 
Ms. Caroline Olmsted, DEQ 
Mr. Pete Quackenbush, DEQ 



STATE OF MICHIGAN 

W?T DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
DETROIT 

JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM STEVEN E. CHESTER 
GOVERNOR DIRECTOR 

May 19, 2004 

Mr. Timothy J. Metcaif 
Honeywell, (AlliedSignal Inc.) 
P.O. Box 1139 
101 Columbia Road 
Morristown, New Jersey 07962-1139 

Dear Mr. Metcalf: 

SUBJECT: Final Scope of Work (SOW) for Revised Remedial Approach for the 
Former Detroit Coke Corporation Property, Detroit, Michigan 

The MDEQ has reviewed the above mentioned document received via facsimile on 
May 6, 2004 from your consulting firm MACTEC. As previously stated in an e-mail to 
MACTEC on May 18, 2004, the SOW is approved with the following comments and 
understandings. 

The SOW states that the work is designed to address the groundwater plumes and the 
source area soils. Yet, the investigation only includes groundwater investigation 
activities associated with the interim response action (the trenches). This should not be 
a problem as long as Honeywell understands that further investigation will be needed to 
characterize the groundwater plumes nearer the Rivers. 

The Work plan proposes to determine the foe for soils at the site in an effort to determine 
site specific criteria. The DEQ has developed guidance regarding how to sample for foe 
(this document has been sent to MACTEC via fax). The foe samples must be collected 
in unimpacted native soils. This may be very difficult to accomplish at this site and this 
investigation activity will need to be scrutinized closely. 

The SOW proposes to use temporary wells to characterize the groundwater in the 
vicinity of the trenches. Apparently the well screens may end up being more that 5 feet 
in length. If the well screens are longer than 5 feet it may prove difficult use these as 
compliance or monitoring wells (if that is anticipated). 
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Mr. Timothy J. Metcalf 2 May 19,2004 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact me. 

Sincerely, oiMoeieiy, j 

Edward A. Novak 
Senior Environmental Quality Analyst 
Remediation and Redevelopment Division 
313-456-4668 

drs 

cc: Ms. Kim Kesler-Arnold, MACTEC, 46850 Magellan Drive, Suite 190, Novi, Ml 48377 
Ms. Dana Rzeznik, USEPA 
Mr. Gregory Rudloff, USEPA 
Mr. Alan Wasserman 
Mr. Raymond Scott 
Ms. Sharon Newlon 
Mr. Oladipo Oyinsan, DEQ 
Mr. Steve Hoin, DEQ 
Ms. Caroline Qlmsted, DEQ 
Mr. Pete Quackenbush, DEQ 



STATE OF MICHIGAN 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
LANSING 

JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM STEVEN E. CHESTER 
GOVERNOR DIRECTOR 

December 4, 2003 

Mr. Timothy J. Metcalf 
Honeywell International, Inc. 
101 Columbia Road 
P.O. Box 1139 
Morristown, New Jersey 07962-1139 

Dear Mr. Metcalf: 

SUBJECT; Response to the Follow-up to the Meeting on September 29, 2003, and 
to the Letter Received From Honeywell Dated October 14, 2003, for the 
Former Detroit Coke Facility, Detroit, Michigan 

The Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) has reviewed your 
follow-up letter, dated October 2, 2003, which summarized the meeting with 
Mr. Edward Novak and Mr. Steven Hoin held at the Southeast Michigan District Office 
on September 29, 2003. We have also reviewed your letter of October 14, 2003, which 
included the 30% Design Submittal (Plan) for the soil-bentonite-cement (SBC) barrier 
interim response at the Former Detroit Coke facility (Facility). 

The Plan meets the requirements of the Administrative Order by Consent for Response 
Activity (AOC) for the Facility with the understanding that the Plan will include the 
changes agreed upon up through the August 4, 2003, MDEQ correspondence, including 
chemical monitoring. The MDEQ also acknowledges that complications remain with 
regard to the wall alignment, which Honeywell International, Inc. (Honeywell), will need 
to resolve with the property owners prior to approval of this approach. 

Alternatively, the MDEQ is willing to modify the AOC to replace the SBC barrier with the 
proposed hydraulic control and hot spot remediation approach, provided that the 
proposed system can be operating by March 2005 in a protective and reliable manner. 
If Honeywell chooses to modify the AOC, the interim response activity would be based 
upon a performance standard that would include the prevention of groundwater 
discharge to the Detroit and Rouge Rivers at levels above the groundwater surface 
water interface (GSI)-based criteria. 

Data show that ammonia is exiting the Facility at the GSI compliance point at levels 
above the calculated Final Acute Value and is therefore considered acutely toxic. 
R 299.526(4) of the Part 201 Administrative Rules indicates that interim response 
activities are presumptively determined to be necessary in certain circumstances, 
including if there is a release to surface water, either directly or through venting 
groundwater, that is acutely toxic. A person subject to Section 20114 of Part 201, 
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Mr. Timothy J. Metcalf - 2 - December 4, 2003 

Environmental Remediation, of the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection 
Act, 1994 PA 451, as amended, shall initiate interim response activities immediately 
upon obtaining information reasonably supporting the conclusion that this condition 
exists. The MDEQ considers the information available in our files to be sufficient to 
meet this rule requirement. Therefore, it is imperative that either the SBC barrier or the 
hydraulic control and hot spot remediation approach be implemented as soon as 
feasible. Further, given Honeywell's stated preference of the hydraulic control option, 
the construction of a robust hydraulic barrier along the rivers, which will presumptively 
capture all groundwater above the applicable GSI criteria, may be the best way of 
addressing this violation. This type of robust system could then be operated 
immediately and potentially reduced in stages as the Facility is remediated. 

If Honeywell elects to modify the AOC and utilize the hydraulic control and hot spot 
remediation approach, a work plan must be submitted to the MDEQ within thirty days of 
receipt of this letter for review and approval. Modification of the AOC can follow a 
parallel track, and the MDEQ can provide Honeywell with proposed language for 
modification of the AOC. However, if Honeywell chooses to implement the SBC barrier 
as currently provided in the AOC, the 70% Design Plan is due within 30 days of receipt 
of this letter. 

Any questions should be directed to Mr. Edward Novak, Southeast Michigan 
District/Detroit Office, at 313-456-4668. 

9 

Sincerely, 

Andrew W.Mogarth, Chief 
Remediation and Redevelopment Division 
517-335-1104 

cc; Ms. Dana Rzeznik, United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Mr. Gregory Rudloff, United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Mr. Raymond Scott, City of Detroit 
Mr. Alan Wasserman, Fink, Zausmer & Kaufman, PC 
Ms. Sharon Newlon, Dickinson Wright PLLC 
Mr. Oladipo Oyinsan, MDEQ 
Ms. Caroline Olmsted, MDEQ 
Mr. Edward Novak, MDEQ 
Mr. Steven Hoin, MDEQ 
Mr. Peter Ouackenbush, MDEQ 



STATE OF MICHIGAN 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
LANSING 

JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM STEVEN E. CHESTER 
GOVERNOR DIRECTOR 

September 26, 2003 

Mr. Timothy J. Metcalf, Project Manager 
Remediation and Evaluation Services 
Honeywell International, Inc. 
P.O. Box 1139 
Morristown, New Jersey 07962-1139 

Dear Mr. Metcalf: 

SUBJECT: Former Detroit Coke Facility, Detroit, Wayne County, Michigan 

We received your September 5, 2003, letter in which you, on behalf of Honeywell 
International, Inc. (Honeywell), expressed concerns about Honeywell's ability to 
construct a containment wall, given the placement and construction of the bulkhead or 
sea wall currently being built by the Economic Development Corporation of the 
City of Detroit (EDCD). 

While we appreciate your frustration, Honeywell has had since October 2002, when the 
sea wall specifications became available, to work out or work around these conflicts. 
Additionally, the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) advised 
Honeywell at the May 16, 2003, meeting that the containment wall could be placed 
19 feet further away from the Detroit River, if necessary, to adjust for the sea wall 
tie-backs. 

The MDEQ's position remains that the containment wall must be installed during the 
2004 construction season. Therefore, Honeywell needs to submit its 30 Percent Design 
Plan Report to assure completion of construction of the containment wall in 2004. 
Recently, the MDEQ requested Honeywell's submittal of the 30 Percent Design Plan 
Report within 30 days of the receipt of its August 4, 2003, letter to Honeywell. 
Therefore, the MDEQ now considers the submittal late, and suggests that Honeywell 
submit the 30 Percent Design Plan Report as soon as feasible. 

The containment wall or other MDEQ-approved interim response consistent with the 
Interim Response Plan needs to be constructed in a way that maintains its integrity and 
is consistent with the prospective remedial action plan. Honeywell and the EDCD, in 
conjunction with the City of Detroit, must address these issues together. 

It is unlikely that the MDEQ would consider this situation as a force majeure, as the 
situation was both preventable and foreseeable. In fact, this issue has been the topic of 
discussion between the three parties for several years. 
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Mr. Timothy J. Metcalf -2- September 26, 2003 

We suggest that Honeywell focus substantial effort to resolve its issues with the EDCD 
and push this remedial effort forward. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew W. Hogarth, Chief 
Remediation and Redevelopment Division 
517-335-1104 

cc: Mr. Will Tamminga, EDCD 
Mr. Alan D. Wasserman, Williams Acosta, PLLC 
Mr. Allen Melcer, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Mr. S. Peter Manning, Michigan Department of Attorney General 
Ms. Patricia A. McKay, MDEQ 
Mr. Edward Novak, MDEQ 



STATE OF MICHIGAN 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
DETROIT 

JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM STEVEN E. CHESTER 
GOVERNOR DIRECTOR 

August 4, 2003 

Mr. Timothy J. Metcalf 
Honeywell, (AlliedSignal Inc.) 
P.O. 60x1139 
101 Columbia Road 
Morristown, New Jersey 07962-1139 

Dear Mr. Metcalf: 

SUBJECT: Design Plan Report Issues for the Former Detroit Coke Corporation 
Property, Detroit, Michigan 

The Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) has reviewed the 
above mentioned report, received by this office on June 30, 2003, and has 
presented your response to chemical monitoring inside and outside the barrier wall 
to the Field Operations Quality Review Team. The decision was made that 
chemical monitoring is required on both sides of the barrier wall, and should be 
included in the Operation and Maintenance Portion of your Final Design Plan. 
Please submit your 30% Design Plan for review by the MDEQ within 30 days of 
receipt of this letter as per your revised schedule. 

The MDEQ understands your concerns in regards to the chemical monitoring: 
however we feel that the monitoring will assist the MDEQ and Honeywell in regards 
to evaluating the barrier wall's integrity, and support future phases in the RAP 
process. The MDEQ believes that chemical monitoring will provide baseline data to 
evaluate the significance of any changes identified in the future, show patterns and 
trends over space and time, and will be helpful for the future remedial investigations 
associated with the final RAP. It should be noted that we do not consider these 
monitoring points as groundwater-surface water interface compliance points, and 
that data interpretation from these wells will only be part of an overall review of 
available information in determining the barrier wall integrity. It should be further 
noted that after a literature search we found confirming evidence that chemical 
monitoring is an industry standard for barrier walls. (USEPA, Qffice of Solid Waste 
and Emergency Response (5102G), EPA 542-R-98-005 August 1998) 
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Mr. Timothy J. Metcalf August 4, 2003 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Edward A. Novak 
of this office at (313) 456-4668. 

Sincerely, 

drs 

Edward A. Novak 
Senior Environmental Quality Analyst 
Remediation and Redevelopment Division 
313-456-4668 

cc: Ms. Dana Rzeznik, USEPA 
USEPA 

Mr. Alan Wasserman 
Mr. Raymond Scott 
Ms. Sharon Newlon 
Mr. Oladipo Oyinsan, DEO 
Mr. Steve Hoin, DEQ 
Ms. Caroline Olmsted, DEQ 
Mr. Pete Quackenbush, DEQ 



STATE OF MICHIGAN 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
DETROIT 

JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM STEVEN E. CHESTER 
GOVERNOR DIRECTOR 

May 20, 2003 

Mr. Timothy J. Metcalf 
Honeywell, (AlliedSignal Inc.) 
P.O. Box 1139 
101 Columbia Road 
Morristown, New Jersey 07962-1139 

Dear Mr. Metcalf: 'Biong 

SUBJECT: Response to MDEQ Comments on the Design Plan Report for the Former 
Detroit Coke Corporation Property, Detroit, Michigan 

The MDEQ has reviewed the above mentioned document, received by this office on 
April 25, 2003. Cur review, along with our teleconferences on May 13, 2003 and 
May 15, 2003, have reduced our differences to several issues. The MDEQ asserts that: 

• Chemical monitoring is necessary both inside and outside the SBC wall along 
with any hydrogeological monitoring. 

• Multiple vertical monitoring points are necessary at each monitoring location 
along the SBC wall. 

• The target performance standard should be a differential of 1 -foot or greater for 
the inward gradient across the SCB wall. 

The MDEQ continues to assert that chemical monitoring is needed to monitor the 
effectiveness of the SBC wall, and should be an integral part of any Monitoring Plan. 
This can be considered an industry standard and is necessary for the MDEQ to 
evaluate the long term integrity of the system. 

The MDEQ has indicated that multiple vertical monitoring points are needed at each 
monitoring location. The well screens should be placed within the lower sand zone, 
when present, and within the upper fill zone whenever present because these zones 
can be considered hydrogeologically unique. The MDEQ recommends that Honeywell 
consider utilizing stilling wells and monitoring points between the containment wall and 
the sheet pile to better understand the hydrogeological conditions outside of the SCB 
wall. 

Finally, the MDEQ considers a one foot differential in inward gradient across the SBC 
wall to be a minimum performance standard for operation of the system. This is a 
reasonable industry standard and will allow for effective operation of the system with 
limited risk of failure. Details regarding the consequences associated with a failure to 
meet this standard have yet to be agreed upon. 
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Mr. Timothy J. Metcalf May 20. 2003 

All of these remaining differences are requirements for monitoring at the facility. The 
MDEQ requests that Honeywell either place the monitoring components in a separate 
section of the Design Plan Report or develop a discrete draft monitoring plan. In either 
case, the document should include the basic details needed to understand the proposed 
monitoring approach. Additionally, Honeywell should provide either justifications for or 
modifications of its approaches to these disputed monitoring items within thirty days to 
the MDEQ. Upon receipt, this documentation will be taken to the management team for 
a final decision. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Edward A. Novak of this 
office at (313) 456-4668. 

Sincerely, 

Edward A. Novak 
Senior Environmental Quality Analyst 
Remediation and Redevelopment Division 
313-456-4668 

drs 

cc: Mr. Oladipo Oyinsan, DEQ 
Mr. Steve Hoin, DEQ 
Ms. Caroline Olmsted, DEQ 
Mr. Pete Quackenbush, DEQ 
Ms. Dana Rzeznik, USEPA 
M\. Oiuyuij nuUluff, USEPA 
Mr. Alan Wasserman 
Mr. Raymond Scott 
Ms. Sharon Newlon 
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STATE OF MICHIGAN 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
LANSING 

JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM 
GOVERNOR 

STEVEN E. CHESTER 
DIRECTOR 

March 18, 2003 

Mr. Timothy J. Metcalf 
Honeywell, (AlliedSignal Inc.) 
P.O. 60x1139 
101 Columbia Road 
Morristbwn, New Jersey 07962-1139 

Dear Mr. Metcalf: 

REC 1 ¥ 
n 

MAR 2 7 20Q3 

D 
Corrective Action Suciion 

Waste Management Branch 
Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division 

U.S. EPA - Region 5 

SUBJECT: Barrier Alignment Design Verification Including the Outboard Alignment, 
Subsurface Investigation and Geotechnical Report for the Former Detroit 
Coke Corporation Property, Detroit, Michigan 

The MDEQ has reviewed the above mentioned report, received October 2, 2002 and has 
entered it into the administrative record. Please make available on the web site. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Edward A. Novak of this 
office at (313) 456-4668. 

Sincerely, 

cc: Mr. Oladipo Oyinsan, DEO 
Mr. Steve Hoin, DEQ 
Ms. Caroline Olmsted, DEQ 
Mr. Pete Quackenbush, DEQ 
Ms. Dana Rzeznik, USEPA 
Mr. Gregory Rudloff, USEPA 
Mr. Alan Wasserman 
Mr. Raymond Scott 
Ms. Sharon Newlon 

Edward A. Novak 
Senior Environmental Quality Analyst 
Remediation and Redevelopment Division 
313-456-4668 — 
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STATE OF MICHIGAN 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
DETROIT 

JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM STEVEN E. CHESTER 
GOVERNOR DIRECTOR 

March 18, 2003 

Mr. Timothy J. Metcalf 
Honeywell (AliiedSignal Inc.) 
P.O. 60x1139 
101 Columbia Road 
Morristown, New Jersey 07962-1139 

Dear Mr. Metcalf: 

SUBJECT: Design Plan Report for the Former Detroit Coke Corporation Property, 
Detroit, Wayne County, Michigan 

The Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) has reviewed the above 
mentioned report, received on February 10, 2003 by this office. Our review has brought 
up the following issues and discussion points that we need to come to agreement on 
before the document can be approved. These issues and discussion points are a 
compilation of comments from MDEQ staff and the MDEQ's consulting engineer for this 
project, Malcolm Pirnie. 

1. The last sentence in the fifth bullet in Section 1.1 on page 3 needs to be removed 
from the document. The issue of the groundwater outside of the barrier wall will 
be taken up in the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) phase, which 
will follow after completion of the Interim Response Action Plan (IRAP). 

2. In Section 2.3.2 the Barrier Type and Alignment we have the following 
comments: 

• The City of Detroit has bid the new seawall with tiebacks extending to 
approximately 100 feet inboard. We have recommended to the City that 
the tiebacks be as short as practical, however Honeywell needs to 
thoroughly discuss this issue with the City and adjust the barrier alignment 
appropriately. 

• An additional pair of piezometers needs to be placed at the far 
northwestern end of the SBC wall, as is already planned for the far 
northeastern end. We feel these piezometers are needed to determine 
potential seepage around the barrier. 

• Although the potential may be low, there should be a discussion and plan 
of action for auger refusal during wall installation. 

3. In Section 2.3.4 Trench Stability the Parsons Design Team (PDT) states that the 
SCB barrier will remain stable under vertical load, and road and rail crossings, 
utility penetrations, and shalio^oundations may be sited without concern for 
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Mr. Timothy J. Metcalf 2 March 18,2003 

deep stability. However in the draft Deed Restrictions road and/or railroad 
crossings are said to need special support systems, please clarify. We also need 
to know the actual vertical load capability and at what load additional structural 
support is needed. 

4. The design team should consider maintaining the slurry level in the trench to 
within 24 inches from the top of the working pad to minimize the risk of surface 
sloughing of the granular fill soils into the trench during excavation. 

5. The design team should also define the minimum viscosity, minimum slurry 
density, maximum sand content, maximum filtrate loss, and maximum pH for 
slurry in the trench and at the batch plant and/or slurry pond. These values shall 
be measured and maintained at least every 4 hours. The details of the 
recommended QC/QA testing for the slurry trench are summarized in Table 1. 
(see attached) 

6. At least one set of samples should be collected for compressive strength testing 
for each construction day. The samples should consist of at least 5 cylinder 
samples with a minimum of one cylinder tested at 7,14, and 28 days. The 
samples shall be collected at various heights including the top 25% of the panel, 
the middle, and the bottom 25%. 

7. In Section 2.3.5 the POT discusses removing the lime based material from the 
barrier wall profile, but there is no mention of the final disposition of the material. 
Please explain. 

8. Section 2.4 Barrier Mix Compatibility Testing. We suggest that the permeability 
of a backfill sample should be tested at least once per week using a constant 
head flexible wall permeameter with permeant consistent with the site 
groundwater. The samples should not be limited to the middle of the wall but 
should be varied to include samples from the top 25% of the wall, the middle, and 
bottom 25%. The sample should be prepared as similar to concrete cylinder 
samples described in ASTM 031 and aged 28 days prior to testing. The samples 
should also be tested as soon as possible after removing from curing room or 
tank. 

9. Section 2.5.1.5 Verticality. Again a contingency plan is needed in case of auger 
refusal or obstacles. 

10. Section 2.6.2.1 Field Testing Program. The field program should include the 
measurement of the auger advancement rates for every 5 ft of advancement of 
the DSM rig, as well as the start time and end time for each panel. Based on 
these field measurements and the batch plant calibration details, the quality 
assurance team should prepare a record of the cement content for each panel, 
which should be included in the as-built report. The cement content should also 
be measured for select samples as defined on Table 1. 

11. Section 2.6.2.3 Please explain whether the wall permeability will be affected 
because the hydraulic gaps are being filled once the SCB wall material has 
cured. 
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12. Section 2.7.2 Utility Penetrations. The low-permeability fill at utility penetrations 
should be placed at a minimum distance of 3 m (10 ft) on each side of the barrier 
rather than 1.5 m (5 ft). The low permeability backfill used for all utility 
penetrations should be tested prior to use and approved by the design team. 

13. Section 2.7.3 Reinforced Concrete Cap Over Barrier. The drawings show a 
reinforced zone of wall all along the Lafarge frontage. What type of 
reinforcement is being provided? Why? Is this reinforcement needed for the 
other parcels, if not, why not? 

14. Section 2.7.3 Reinforced Concrete Cap Over Barrier. Does a frost cap need to 
be placed over the alignment of the barrier (at areas other than railway and road 
crossings) to minimize the effect of freeze-thaw effects on the permeability of the 
SOB wall? If not, permeability testing should be performed on at least one 
additional sample during the compatibility testing program that is exposed to at 
least 10 freeze-thaw cycles. The results of this testing will show the effects of 
freezing and thawing on the permeability of the SCB wall that exists within the 
frost penetration zone. 

15. Section 3.2.4 Model Modifications. Out review suggests that the model is not 
sufficient to represent site conditions. The model could very easily result in an 
overestimate of the extraction rate from the system. As a result, it is very 
possible that the extraction well separation will be too large and result in 
insufficient capture in some areas. In order to overcome this problem we 
recommend that the number of monitoring points be increased. Monitoring well 
clusters utilizing wells with short well screens (5 feet) should be placed adjacent 
to or near the extraction wells and at points way between each extraction well 
(already proposed). The wells should be screened near the base of the 
extraction well screens and near the expected top of groundwater and at points 
where hydraulic barriers may affect the groundwater head. Honeywell could also 
propose additional modeling, however; this would need to be acceptable to the 
MDEQ's modeler. 

16. Section 3.2.5.1 Inward Gradient Control. The expected performance standard for 
the system will be to maintain a one-foot differential between adjacent inner and 
outer piezometers. In addition, some type of response plan for addressing failure 
will be needed. 

17. Section 3.3.2 General Comparative Assessment of Groundwater Data. The 
report states that the elevated contaminant concentrations measured by ERM in 
1999 were due to the concurrent operation of pumping tests that drew 
contaminants into the wells. If this were correct, we would expect a similar 
experience with extraction wells. If so, how will the groundwater treatment 
system be designed to address this potential shock or long-term loading 
scenario? The report also states that PCBs were detected in groundwater during 
the 1998 sampling (1 ug/l of Beta-BHC in MW-101). In reality, no PCB's were 
detected. Beta-BHC was detected in MW-101, but it is a pesticide. The report 
states that no pesticides were detected. However, Beta-BHC was detected as 
previously stated. 
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18. Section 3.5.3.3 Acid Addition (pH Adjustment). The report states that the acid 
dosage prior to air stripping is 300 to 500 mg/l to reduce pH from 8.1 to 6.1. We 
believe the units are incorrect and that the acid dosage is estimated to be 300 to 
500 mi/min [66 Baume (93%) sulfuric acid] based on the reported metering pump 
capacity. 

19. Section 4.2.1.1 Extraction Trenches. We recommend against the use of 
geotextile to line the sides of the excavation or small diameter perforated pipe (4-
inch diameter or less). Based on our contractor's experience geotextile and small 
diameter perforated pipes tend to clog with iron and bacteria in a relatively short 
timeframe, which greatly reduces the flow rates into the drains. We recommend 
an alternate drain design consisting of a larger pipe (6 inch or 8 inch diameter) 
surrounded by drainage stone. The stone and the pipe perforations should be 
properly sized to minimize clogging. If a filter sand is required to minimize 
clogging of drainage stone, the trench should be constructed with a wider 
dimension (i.e., a 24-inch drainage layer sandwiched between two 12-inch filter 
layers). The top of the drain should extend up to the water table surface and 
should be covered with the filter sand or geotextile followed by a compacted clay 
cap. The drain pipe should also be equipped with clean-outs to allow periodic 
cleaning of the pipes. 

20. Section 4.2.1.2 Extraction Wells. Figure 4.3 shows a 1-inch diameter discharge 
pipe attached to the pitless adapter. Why was this size chosen for the piping as 
opposed to 1.25 or 1.5 inches? It seems a larger discharge pipe and 
submersible pump would allow for increased capacity if flow rates through the 
wall were greater than anticipated. 

21. Section 5.0 Proposed Approach to the Monitoring Plan. The Plan proposes to 
use paired piezometers at critical locations along the wall. We agree with this 
concept, however; as discussed previously, additional monitoring points will be 
needed. In addition, the monitoring plan needs to incorporate other methods. 
The monitoring system should include; A) monitoring of the river level via stilling 
wells to understand the hydraulics between the wall and the river, B) monitoring 
of the water level from within the central area of the capture zone to be able to 
assist in understanding the water balance at the site C) monitoring of the 
treatment system influent and effluent rates and chemical concentrations, and D) 
chemical monitoring both inside and outside of the wall to verify that the system 
is effective. A detailed monitoring plan should be included as part of the final 
design plan. An Operations and Maintenance Plan will also be required as part 
of the IRAP and should be provide as part of the final design plan. These plans 
can be submitted separately to the DEQ for review. 

22. Section 5.2 Overview of the Proposed Monitoring Approach. Please add the 
proposed monitoring well (piezometer) locations to Figure 4.1. 

23. Section 7.1 Preliminary Drawing and Specifications List: Addition - Section 
02395 - The materials section of this specification should define the approved 
bentonite and cement products. For bentonite, it is recommended that non-
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polymerized sodium bentonite from Wyoming (i.e., Barakade) be considered as 
the one of the approved materials. Calcium bentonite is not recommended for 
use on this project. Addition - Section 02395 and 02396 - The quality control 
program should include the sampling and testing described above in Section 
2.3.4 Trench Stability and Table 1. 

Please respond to our comments within 30 days from receipt of this letter. If you feel that a 
meeting or teleconference would be beneficial or if you have any questions regarding this 
matter, please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Edward A. Novak, 
Senior Environmental Quality Analyst 
Detroit Field Office 
Remediation and Redevelopment Division 
313-456-4668 

Enclosure 
cc/enc: Ms. Dana Rzeznik, USERA 

Gregory Rudloff, USERA ^ 
Mr. Alan Wasserman, Fink Zausmer, RC 
Mr. Raymond Scott, City of Detroit 
Ms. Sharon Newlon, Dickinson Wright 
Mr. Peter Quackenbush, DEQ 
Ms. Caroline Olmsted, DEQ 
Mr. Oladipo Oyinsan, DEQ 
Mr. Steve Hoin, DEQ 



Table 1 - Recommended QC/QA Testing for SCB Slurry Wall 

Subject Test Standard Type of Test Frequency 

OA and QC Testing (Conducted by Consultant and Contractor) 

N/A pH 1 per source 

Water 
N/A 

N/A 

Total Hardness 

Calcium 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A Suspended solids 1 per source 

Bentonite API Std. 13A Certificate of Compliance 1 per Bentonite Shipment 

API Std. 13B Apparent Viscosity 2 per day 

Slurry: Ponds 
ASTM D4380 

API Std. 13B 

Density 

Filtrate Loss 

2 per day 

2 per day 

N/A pH • 2 per day 

APiStd. 13B Viscosity 2 per day 

ASTM D4380 Density 2 per day 

Slurry: In Trench API Std. 13B Filtrate Loss 2 per day 

N/A pH 2 per day 

ASTM D4381 Sand Content 2 per day 

ASTM C143 Slump Cone 2 per day 

ASTM C586 Water Content 2 per day 

SCB Backfill (with 
Slurry) 

N/A 

ASTM D2166 

Density 

Compressive Strength (7,14 and 28 day) 

2 per day 

per 1200 Cu m placed or once per 
week 

ASTM D806 Cement Content 
per 1000 Cu m placed or twice per 

week 

N/A Homogeneity of Mix continuous 

N/A Depth Sounding per 5 m of excavation 

Trench Configuration 
N/A 

N/A 

Position of Equipment 

Distance of Toe of Slope to Excavation 

per 5 m of excavation 

per 5 m of excavation 

N/A Bottom Stratigraphy continuous 

Table 1 - Recommended QC/QA Testing for SCB Slurry Wall (cont.) 

Subject Test Standard Type of Test Frequency 
Additional QA Testing (Conducted by Consultant) 

ASTM D698 standard Moisture-Density Relationship 
1 compaction curve every 2 working 

days 

Compacted Working 
Platform ASTM D2922 Density by Nuclear Methods 3 per 50 m stationage/compacted lift 

ASTM D3017 Water Content by Nuclear Methods 3 per 50 m stationage/compacted lift 

Select Excavated 
Materials Imported to 

Site 

ASTM CI17 

ASTM CI36 

Material Finer than 75 um 

Sieve Analysis of Fine and Coarse 
Aggregate 

per 1500 cu m stockpiled 

per 1500 cu m stockpiled 

ASTM C566 Water content per 1500 cu m stockpiled 

ASTM D422 Hydrometer Analysis per 500 cu m stockpiled 

SB Backfill (with no 
Slurry) ASTM CI36 Sieve Analysis of Fine and Coarse 

Aggregate 
per 500 cu m stockpiled 

ASTM C566 Water content per 500 cu m stockpiled 

SB Backfill (with 
Slurry) ASTM D5084 Hydraulic Conductivity (28 day hardening) per 1200 Cu m placed or once per 

week 

March 18,-2003 



STATE OF MICHIGAN 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
LANSING 

JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM 
GOVERNOR 

STEVEN E. CHESTER 
DIRECTOR 

March 11,2003 

Mr. Garry Ostrander 
Lafarge North America 
Great Lakes Region 
4000 Town Center, Suite 2000 
Southfield, Michigan 48075 

Dear Mr. Ostrander: 

SUBJECT: Work Plan for Response Activities, Compliance Analysis Plan, and 
Distinguishing New Releases Demonstration and Environmental Safety 
and Contingency Plan for the Proposed Lafarge Parcel at the Former 
Detroit Corporation Site, 7819 Jefferson Avenue, Detroit, Ml 

The MDEQ has reviewed the above mentioned documents received first via e-mail on 
February 19, 2003 and finally in hardcopy on March 7, 2003. The hardcopy draft 
document is approved as written and will now be considered as a final version. 

If you have any questions, please call Edward A. Novak at 313-456-4668. 

L 

Sincerely, 

Edward A. Novak 
Senior Environmental Quality Analyst 
Remediation and Redevelopment Division 
313-456-4668 

Cc: Mr. Steven Kitler, DEQ 
Ms. Caroline Olmsted, DEQ 
Mr. Pete Quackenbush, DEQ 
Ms. Dana Rzeznik, USEPA 
Mr. Gregory Rudloff, USEPA 
Mr. Alan Wasserman 
Mr. Raymond Scott 
Ms. Sharon Newlon 
Mr. Steven Gach 
Mr. Timothy Metcalf 

CADILLAC PLACE • 3058 WEST GRAND BOULEVARD • SUITE 2-300 • DETROIT, MICHIGAN 48202-6058 
www.mlchlgan.gov • (313) 456-4700 



STATE OF MICHIGAN 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
LANSING 

JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM 
GOVERNOR 

STEVEN E. CHESTER 
DIRECTOR 

February 3, 2003 

Mr. Timothy J. Metcalf 
Honeywell, (AlliedSignal Inc.) 
P.O. Box 1139 
101 Columbia Road 
Morristown, New Jersey 07962-1139 

Dear Mr. Metcalf; 

SUBJECT: Revised Consent Order Schedule for the Former Detroit Coke Corporation 
Property 

The MDEQ has reviewed the above mentioned document, received by this office on 
January 15, 2003. The document is approved as submitted with the understanding that 
Task ID #60, submittal to the MDEQ of the Design Plan Document, will occur on 
February 10, 2003. Please incorporate the revised schedule onto the ERMDCC website 
with the notation that Task #60 is due Februairy 10, 2003. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Edward A. Novak of this 
office at (313) 456-4668. 

Sincerely, 

Edward A. Novak 
Senior Environmental Quality Analyst 
Remediation and Redevelopment Division 
313-456-4668 

cc: Mr. Oladipo Oyinsan. DEQ 
Mr. Steve Hoin, DEQ 
Ms. Caroline Olmsted, DEQ 
Mr. Pete Quackenbush, DEQ 
Ms. Dana Rzeznik, USEPA 
Mr. Gregory Rudloff, USEPA 
Mr. Alan Wasserman 
Mr. Raymond Scott 
Ms. Sharon Newlon 

REG 
FEB 1 2 2003 

Corrective Action Section 
. Waste Management Brancli 

Waste, Pesticides and Toxica Division 
U.S. EPA - Region 5 

CADILLAC PLACE • 3058 WEST GRAND BOULEVARD • SUITE 2-300 • DETROIT. MICHIGAN 48202-6058 
www.mlchigan.gov • (313) 456-4700 



STATE OF MICHIGAN 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
LANSING 

JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM 
GOVERNOR 

STEVEN E. CHESTER 
DIRECTOR 

February 3, 2003 

Mr. Timothy J. Metcaif 
Honeywell, (AiHedSignal inc.) 
P.O. 60x1139 
101 Columbia Road 
Morristown, New Jersey 07962-1139 

Dear Mr. Metcaif: 

SUBJECT: Progress Report No. 38, Interim Response Plan for the Former Detroit 
Coke Corporation Property, Detroit, Michigan 

The MDEQ has reviewed the Progress Report No. 38, received January 27, 2003 and 
has entered it into the administrative record. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Edward A. Novak of this 
office at (313)456-4668. 

Sincerely, 

Edward A. Novak 
Senior Environmental Quality Analyst 
Remediation and Redevelopment Division 
313-456-4668 

cc: Mr. Oladipo Oyinsan, DEQ 
Mr. Steve Hoin, DEQ 
Ms. Caroline Olmsted, DEQ 
Mr. Pete Quackenbush, DEQ 
Ms. Dana Rzeznik, USEPA 
Mr. Gregory Rudloff, USEPA 
Mr. Alan Wasserman 
Mr. Raymond Scott 
Ms. Sharon Newlon 

CADILLAC PLACE • 3058 WEST GRAND BOULEVARD • SUITE 2-300 • DETROIT, MICHIGAN 46202-6058 
wvvw.mlchlgan.gov • (313) 456-4700 



STATE OF MICHIGAN 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
LANSING 

JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM STEVEN E. CHESTER 
GOVERNOR DIRECTOR 

January 17, 2003 

Mr. Timothy J. Metcalf 
Honeywell International, Inc. 
101 Columbia Road 
P.O. 60x1139 
Morristown, New Jersey 07962-1139 

Dear Mr. Metcalf: 

SUBJECT: Former Detroit Coke Facility, Detroit, Wayne County 
Administrative Order by Consent (AOC), AOC-ERD-99-005 

This letter summarizes the results of our meeting on January 9, 2003, between 
representatives of Honeywell International, Inc. (Honeywell) and the Michigan 
Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ). 

Honeywell agreed to proceed with the design of the soil-cement-bentonite (SCB) 
barrier, and provide the MDEQ by January 24, 2003, a schedule for 
implementing the Interim Response Plan (IRP) based on the installation of a 
SCB barrier. The schedule will be tied to the schedule for completion by other 
parties of the seawall at the property. 

Additionally, the SCB barrier system design plan and the portion of the deed 
restrictions that are intended to maintain the effectiveness and integrity of the 
barrier system should be submitted to the MDEQ by February 10, 2003. 

The IRP schedule and the Containment Wall Installation portion of the IRP in the 
AQC will be modified upon MDEQ approval of the schedule and SCB barrier 
system design. 

If you have questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Edward Novak of 
the MDEQ's Southeast Michigan District Detroit Qffice at 313-456-4668. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew W. Hogarth, Assistant Chief 
Remediation and Redevelopment Division 
517-373-9838 

CONSTITUTION HALL • 525 WEST ALLEGAN STREET • P.O. BOX 30426 • LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909-7926 
www.mlchigan.gov (517) 373-9837 
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cc: Mr. David Cooke, Honeywell 
Ms. Dana Rzeznik, United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Mr. Gregory Rudloff, United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Mr. Raymond Scott, City of Detroit 
Mr. Alan Wasserman, Williams Acosta PLLC 
Ms. Sharon Newlon, Dickinson Wright PLLC 
Mr. S. Peter Manning, Michigan Department of Attorney General 
Mr. Jim Sygo, MDEQ 
Mr. Oladipo Oyinsan, MDEQ 
Mr. Edward Novak, MDEQ 
Mr. Steve Hoin, MDEQ 
Mr. Peter Quackenbush, MDEQ 
Ms. Caroline Olmsted, MDEQ 



STATE OF MICHIGAN 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
LANSING 

JOHN ENGLER RUSSELL J. HARDING 
GOVERNOR DIRECTOR 

November 27, 2002 

Mr. Timothy J. Metcalf 
Honeywell International, Inc. 
101 Columbia Road 
P.O. Box 1139 
Morristown, New Jersey 07962-1139 

Dear Mr. Metcalf: 

SUBJECT: Soil-Cement-Bentonite (SCB) Barrier Proposal 
Former Detroit Coke Facility, Detroit, Wayne County 
Administrative Order by Consent, AOC-ERD-99-005 

This letter has been prepared in response to the August 15, 2002 discussion between 
the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) and Honeywell 
International, Inc. (Honeywell), subsequent meetings, and submittals concerning the 
proposed SCB barrier. 

The Administrative Order by Consent (AOC) requires the performance of certain interim 
response activities. One of these interim response activities is installation, operation, 
and maintenance of a soil-bentonite (SB) barrier. Installation of the SB barrier has been 
postponed while issues with the City of Detroit regarding construction of a sea wall at 
the former Detroit Coke Facility were resolved. In the interim, Honeywell has proposed 
constructing a SCB barrier. 

The MDEQ has determined that the SCB barrier is an acceptable alternative to the SB 
barrier. In fact, the proposed SCB barrier may have improved constructability and 
longer-term reliability than a SB wall, making it more comparable to the reliability that 
the MDEQ had originally anticipated for the poly-wall design concept that had been 
originally described but abandoned due to the depth ultimately needed for the SB 
barrier wall. 

As discussed in our August 15, 2002 meeting, Honeywell will submit for MDEQ review 
and approval the following: 

1. Within 30 days of receipt of this letter, a revised schedule for implementation of 
the elements of the Interim Response Plan (IRP) that have not been completed. 
These items include installation of the SCB barrier wall, installation and operation 
of the groundwater extraction and treatment system, storm water controls. 

CONSTITUTION HALL • 525 WEST ALLEGAN STREET • P.O. BOX 30426 • LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909-7926 
wvvw.michlgan.gov* (517) 373-9837 
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monitoring, institutional controls, and the final IRP report. The schedule should 
indicate that installation of the SCB barrier wall will be completed by 
September 30, 2003. The schedule in the AOC will be modified upon MDEQ 
approval of this revised schedule. We understand that Honeywell's 
implementation schedule for construction of the SCB barrier may need to be 
modified again based upon the progress of the sea wall construction. 

2. Within 60 days of receipt of this letter, a SCB barrier system design plan, 
including, but not limited to: 

• Compatibility or pilot testing procedures. 
• Construction procedures to be used and specified. 
• A quality assurance plan. 
• Basic design details for the wall, including utility penetrations. 
• Basic design details for the groundwater extraction system, including all 

extraction well, sump or trench locations, piping, and monitoring points. 
• Basic design details of groundwater treatment processes, including 

anticipated flow rates. 
• Basic design details of any covers or caps. 
• Basic land balancing plans and concepts. 
• A proposed monitoring plan. 

3. Within 60 days of receipt of this letter, the portion of the deed restrictions that are 
intended to maintain the effectiveness and integrity of the barrier wall. These 
deed restrictions are necessary in order for the MDEQ to assess the adequacy of 
the SCB barrier wall design. The SOB barrier wall may result in deed restrictions 
more conducive to the future use of the property than the SB barrier. 

Since the issues regarding the sea wall construction have been resolved, the schedule in 
the AOC is no longer held in abeyance, and the deadlines for the submissions requested 
in this letter will be considered enforceable pursuant to the AOC, unless othenvise 
approved by the MDEQ. In the event Honeywell chooses to construct the SB barrier wall 
conceptually approved in the IRP, the same items required above for the SCB barrier wall 
will be required for the SB barrier wall, on the same schedule. 

If you have questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Edward Novak of the 
MDEQ's Southeast Michigan District Detroit Office at 313-456-4668. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew W. Htegarth, Assistant Chief 
Remediation and Redevelopment Division 
517-373-9838 



Mr. Timothy J. Metcalf 3 November 27, 2002 

GO: MS. Dana Rzeznik, United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Mr. Gregory Rudloff, United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Mr. Raymond Scott, City of Detroit 
Mr. Alan Wasserman, Fink, Zausmer & Kaufman, PC 
Ms. Sharon Newlon, Dickinson Wright PLLC 
Mr. Arthur R. Nash Jr., Deputy Director, MDEQ 
Ms. Lynn Y. Buhl, Director of Southeast Michigan Offices, MDEQ 
Mr. Jim Sygo, MDEQ 
Mr. Oladipo Oyinsan, MDEQ 
Ms. Carrie Olmsted, MDEQ 
Mr. Edward Novak, MDEQ 
Mr. Steve Hoin, MDEQ 
Mr. Peter Quackenbush, MDEQ 



I \ .«j«9K STATE OF MICHIGAN 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
DETROIT 

JOHN ENGLER RUSSELL J. HARDING 
GOVERNOR DIRECTOR 

November 4, 2002 

Mr. Timothy J. Metcalf 
Honeywell, (AlliedSignal Inc.) _ 
P.O. 60x1139 
101 Columbia Road 
Morristown, New Jersey 07962-1139 

Dear Mr. Metcalf; 

SUBJECT: Request for Concurrence Letter, Dated October 21, 2002 Regarding 
"R299.9503 Construction Permits and Operating Licenses: Exemptions-
Rule 503" for the Former Detroit Coke Corporation Property, Detroit, 
Michigan 

The MDEQ has reviewed the above mentioned submittal, received by this office on 
October 25, 2002. We are in agreement with the exemption noted in the October 21, 
2002 letter from Honeywell. This exemption applies to wastewater treatment only. This 
means there should be no storage of the hazardous waster occurring as it comes out of 
the pipeline. Any tanks encountered must be treatment tanks. 

Once there is a generated hazardous waste that leaves the area of concern, the 
generator requirements would apply. As indicated in the letter the hazardous waste 
groundwater would enter the pipeline directly from the collection trenches. This pipeline 
between the two sites needs to be secondarily contained (double-walled with leak 
detection), this would meet generator standards. Honeywell should make sure they 
meet their generator obligations in developing the conveyance. 

If you have further questions regarding the exemption, please contact Mr. Larry 
Aubuchon of the Waste and Hazardous Materials Divisions of the MDEQ at 734-953-
1401. 

CADILLAC PLACE • 3058 WEST GRAND BOULEVARD • SUITE 2-300 • DETROIT, MICHIGAN 48202-6058 
wvvw.mlchlgan.gov • <313) 456-4700 
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If you have any other questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Edward A. Novak 
of this office at (313) 456-4668. 

Sincerely, 

cc: Mr. Oladipo Oyinsan, DEQ 
Mr. Steve Hoin, DEQ 
Ms. Caroline Olmsted, DEQ 
Mr. Pete Quackenbush, DEQ 
Mr. Larry Aubuchon, DEQ 
Ms. Dana Rzeznik, USEPA 
Mr, Gregory Rudloff, USEPA 
Mr. Alan Wasserman 
Mr. Raymond Scott 
Ms. Sharon Newlon 

Edward A. Novak 
Senior Environmental Quality Analyst 
Remediation and Redevelopment Division 
313-456-4668 



STATE OF MICHIGAN 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
DETROIT 

JOHN ENGLER 
GOVERNOR 

RUSSELL J. HARDING 
DIRECTOR 

November 4, 2002 

Mr. Timothy J. Metcaif 
Honeywell, (AlliedSignal Inc.) - -
P.O. 60x1139 
101 Columbia Road 
Morristown, New Jersey 07962-1139 

Dear Mr. Metcaif: 

SUBJECT: Progress Report No. 35, Interim Response Plan for the Former Detroit 
Coke Corporation Property, Detroit, Michigan 

The MDEQ has reviewed the Progress Report No. 35, received October 25, 2002 and 
has entered it into the administrative record. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Edward A. Novak of this 
office at (313) 456-4668. 

Sincerely, 

G~7CS 
Edward A. Novak 
Senior Environmental Quality Analyst 
Remediation and Redevelopment Division 
313-456-4668 

cc: Mr. Oladipo Oyinsan, DEQ 
Mr. Steve Hoin, DEQ 
Ms. Caroline Qlmsted, DEQ 
Mr. Pete Quackenbush, DEQ 
Ms. Dana Rzeznik, USEPA 
Mr. Gregory Rudloff, USEPA 
Mr. Alan Wasserman 
Mr. Raymond Scott 
Ms. Sharon Newlon 

CADILLAC PLACE • 3058 WEST GRAND BOULEVARD • SUITE 2-300 • DETROIT, MICHIGAN 48202-6058 
www.mlchlgan.gov • (313) 456-4700 



Honeywell 
Honeywell 
P.O. Box 1139 
Morristown, NJ 07962-1139 

October 21, 2002 

RECEIVED 
OCT 2 b 

— 

Mr. Edward Novak 
Project Coordinator 
Southeast Michigan District, Detroit Office 
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality 
Cadillac Place 
3058 West Grand Blvd, Suite 2-300 
Detroit, Michigan 48202 

Re: Request for Concurrence 
"R299.9503 Construction Permits and Operating Licenses; Exemptions - Rule 503" 
Associated with the Interim Response Plan for the Redevelopment of the 
Former Detroit Coke Corporation Property, Detroit, Michigan 
AOC#: AOC-ERD-99-005 

Dear Mr. Novak: 

Honeywell International Inc. (Honeywell) respectfully requests that the Michigan Department of 
Environmental Protection provide comment on the following issue related to the above referenced 
project. 

As you are aware, Honeywell is developing a preliminary design for a groundwater treatment 
system for groundwater recovered from the Coke facility formerly operated by Honeywell at 7819 West 
Jefferson Avenue. This system is expected to convey untreated groundwater from the former Coke 
facility to a permitted wastewater treatment system that is operating on property owned by Honeywell at 
1200 Zug Island Road (active coal tar product manufacturing operation). 

Further, it is expected that contaminated groundwater will be collected from the Coke site through 
a series of interceptor trenches, which will be constructed in parallel to, and along the inward side of, the 
Contaminant Barrier Wall on the Coke site. The groundwater would then be conveyed to an 
upgraded/expanded wastewater treatment system located at 1200 Zug Island Road through an 
underground pipeline system that would begin at the Coke site, continue beneath Zug Island Road, and 
terminate at the wastewater treatment system located at 1200 Zug Island Road. Thereafter, untreated 
groundwater would be processed through the upgraded/expanded wastewater treatment system with the 
treated groundwater discharged to the Detroit Water and Sewerage Department's (DWSD) facility in 
compliance with permit limits, via a permitted outfall as defined in the Tar Plant's current permit with 
the DWSD. 
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Based on our review of Michigan's Environment Codified Regulations, specifically 
R299.9503(l)(f)(ii), Honeywell interprets the rule to allow for this configuration (operation of a 
groundwater collection system that is located on the former Coke property with the treatment system 
located on the property located at 1200 Zug Island Road) without an operating license for managing 
hazardous waste. 

The specific reference notes that the exemption applies for "Owners or operators of wastewater 
treatment units, if the following conditions, as applicable, are complied with; (i) The units are subject to 
regulation pursuant to the provisions of section 420 or 370(b) of the federal clean water act (ii) The units 
are located on the site of a generator and do not treat hazardous waste from any other generators unless 
the waste is shipped entirely by pipeline or the off-site generator has the same owners as the facility at 
which the unit is located." Since either or both of the emphasized criteria can be met by the proposed 
system, Honeywell has concluded that it can proceed with the construction and operation of the system 
without obtaining an operating license for managing hazardous waste. 

While we believe that we have correctly interpreted the intent of this rule, Honeywell requests tiiat 
MDEQ review same and provide a letter of concurrence to Honeywell. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (973) 455-4107 or via email at 
tim.metcalf@honeywell.com. 

Sincerely, 

Honeywell 

Timothy J. Metcalf 
Project Manager 
Remediation & Evaluation Services 

PDN:rm 
cc: Gordon Quin, Honeywell 

Dave Cooke, Honeywell 
Sam Visnic, Honeywell 
Robert O'Brien, Honeywell Tar Plant 
Steve Kuplicki, City of Detroit DWSD 
Richard O'Conor, Minergy 
Will Tamminga, DEGC 
Paul D. Norian, Parsons 
Mona D. Sutherland, Parsons 

Reference R 299.9503 Construction Permits and Operating Licenses; Exemptions 

d;\37671\MDEQ\Novakl01802-exemption 

mailto:tim.metcalf@honeywell.com


STATE OF MICHIGAN 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
DETROIT 

JOHN ENGLER 
GOVERNOR 

RUSSELL J. HARDING 
DIRECTOR 

October 8, 2002 

Mr. Timothy J. Metcalf 
Honeywell, (AlliedSignal Inc.) -
P.O. 80x1139 
101 Columbia Road 
Morristown, New Jersey 07962-1139 

Dear Mr. Metcalf: 

SUBJECT: Remedial Investigation Workplan, Yellow Freight Systems Facility 7701 
West Jefferson, Associated with the Former Detroit Coke Corporation 
Property, Detroit, Michigan 

The MDEQ has reviewed the above mentioned submittal, received by this office on 
September 23, 2002. This workplan incorporates suggestions given by the MDEQ via 
telephone earlier in September. The workplan is approved as written. Please provide 
notice at least five days prior to any field activity via email or written correspondence. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Edward A. Novak of this 
office at (313)456-4668. 

Sincerely, 

Edward A. Novak 
Senior Environmental Quality Analyst 
Remediation and Redevelopment Division 
313-456-4668 

cc: Mr. Oladipo Oyinsan, DEQ 
Mr. Steve Hoin, DEQ 
Ms. Caroline Olmsted, DEQ 
Mr. Pete Quackenbush, DEQ 
Ms. Dana Rzeznik, USEPA 
Mr. Gregory Rudloff, USEPA 
Mr. Alan Wasserman 
Mr. Raymond Scott 
Ms. Sharon Newlon 

CADILLAC PLACE • 3058 WEST GRAND BOULEVARD • SUITE 2-300 • DETROIT, MICHIGAN 48202-6058 
www.mlchlgan.gov • (313) 456-4700 



STATE OF MICHIGAN 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
LANSING 

JOHN ENGLER RUSSELL J. HARDING 
GOVERNOR DIRECTOR 

August 12, 2002 

Mr. Timothy J. Metcalf 
Honeywell International, Inc. 
101 Columbia Road 
P.O. Box 1139 
Morristown, New Jersey 07962-1139 

Dear Mr. Metcalf: 

SUBJECT: Implementation of the Interim Response Action Plan (IRP) 
Former Detroit Coke Facility, Detroit, Wayne County 

The Detroit Economic Growth Corporation provided Honeywell International, Inc. 
(Honeywell), with the schedule for the new seawall construction via e-mail on July 27, 
2002. The Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) believes that 
Honeywell can now proceed with implementation of the IRP. 

With this letter, the MDEQ is requesting that Honeywell proceed with the following 
tasks: 

1. Submit for MDEQ approval a revised schedule for implementation of the 
elements of the IRP that have not been completed within 30 days of receipt of 
this letter. These items include installation of the containment wall; groundwater 
extraction and treatment system installation and operation; storm water controls; 
monitoring; institutional controls; and the final IRP report. The schedule should 
achieve installation of the containment wall during the summer of 2003. 

2. Submit a containment wall design plan within 60 days of receipt of this letter for 
MDEQ review and approval. The containment wall design should be consistent 
with the industrial use of the property. The containment wall design plan should 
include a detailed description of how the integrity of the containment wall will be 
maintained based on the intended industrial use and should incorporate the 
elements of the MDEQ comments in the April 16, 2001 letter to Honeywell. 

3. Submit with the containment wall design plan the deed restrictions that are 
intended to maintain the integrity of the containment wall. Providing the deed 
restrictions for this interim response will help the MDEQ in its assessment of the 
containment wall design plan. Please keep in mind that the property owners 
(who are likely to include Lafarge Midwest, Inc., and Cemex, Inc.) and easement 
holders must agree to the restrictions. 

CONSTITUTION HALL • 525 WEST ALLEGAN STREET • P.O. BOX 30426 • LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909-7926 
www.michigan.gov • (517) 373-9837 
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Since the seawall has been designed and Honeywell has been provided with the 
construction schedule, the issues that prompted delays in the design and construction 
of the containment wall have been resolved. Therefore, the schedule in the 
Administrative Order by Consent for Response Activity, AOC-ERD-99-005 (AGO), will 
no longer be held in abeyance. The deadlines for the submissions requested in this 
letter will be considered enforceable pursuant to the AGO, unless otherwise approved 
by the MDEQ. 

If you have questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Edward Novak of the 
MDEQ's Southeast Michigan District Detroit Office at 313-456-4668. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew W.Vfogarth, Acting Chief 
Environmental Response Division 
517-373-9838 

cc: Ms. Dana Rzeznik, United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Mr. Gregory Rudloff, United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Mr. Raymond Scott, City of Detroit 
Mr. Alan Wasserman, Fink, Zausmer & Kaufman, PC 
Ms. Sharon Newlon, Dickinson Wright PLLC 
Mr. Gladipo Gyinsan, MDEQ 
Mr. Edward Novak, MDEQ 
Mr. Steve Hoin, MDEQ 
Ms. Carrie Olmsted, MDEQ 
Mr. Peter Quackenbush, MDEQ 
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HOLLISTER BUILDING, PO BOX 30473, LANSING Ml 48909-7973 

INTERNET: www.deq.state.mi.us 

RUSSELL J. HARDING, Director 

April 16, 2001 

Mr. Timothy J. Metcalf 
Honeywell, (AlliedSignal Inc.) 
P.O. Box 1139 
101 Columbia Road 
Morristown, New Jersey 07962-1139 

Dear Mr. Metcalf; 

SUBJECT: Response to the MDEQ Comments by Honeywell on the Barrier Design 
Recommendation Report Associated with the Interim Remedial Measures for the Former 
Detroit Coke Corporation Property, Detroit, Michigan 

The MDEQ has reviewed your comments received by this office on February 12, 2001. Our comments to 
the individually numbered responses are provided below. Although we may not be in full agreement with 
your responses to our December 21, 2000 letter, these are issues that will be ironed out in the Final 
Design Plan. Therefore please proceed with formulating the Final Design Plan with the new wall 
alignment as presented in the Barrier Design Recommendation Report. The Design Plan should include 
construction requirements and load limitations necessary for road and railroad crossings of the barrier. 
The MDEQ acknowledges that the IRP schedule will have to be adjusted in the future in order to 
compliment the redevelopment of the site. 

1. We agree that use of the property on and around the slurry wall needs to be consistent with 
the specifications and requirements of the slurry wall. However, the slurry wall needs to be 
built to be able to withstand routine industrial activities, including railroad use, truck traffic 
and other activities that might generate significant vibrations or soil stress. If the wall is 
constructed in a manner that is consistent with these industrial activities, damage to the slurry 
wall caused by actions inconsistent with the wall's specifications or requirements, such as 
exceeding the load limits, would be the responsibility of the party who took that inconsistent 
action. However, if the wall fails to perform adequately because of design, construction, 
maintenance or other related activity, Honeywell will be liable for any consequences. Again 
one of the major tenants of the AOC is that the remediation will facilitate industrial 
redevelopment, therefore the slurry wall has to be able to tolerate normal industrial activity. 

2. No further comment. 

3. No further comment. 

4. As a point of clarification the MDEQ does not consider the potential new seawall as part of 
the remedy proposed by Honeywell. Further the MDEQ will expect that the groundwater 
monitoring program will include chemical analysis. 

5. Based upon the last technical meeting, it is the MDEQ's understanding that the seawall needs 
to be installed prior to the barrier wall, however, the exact sequence is still being discussed. 
The MDEQ expects that this sequence will be formally agreed upon shortly. 



Mr. Timothy J. Metcaif 

6. No further comment. 

April 16, 2001 

7. Honeywell should test the white lime-based material in order to determine if it is a hazardous 
substance. The DEQ recommends that this be completed during the wall alignment 
investigation. 

8. Please supply the construction requirements and load limitations to the City/Developers as 
soon as possible. 

9. The MDEQ recognizes that the design and development process must follow a defined 
sequence. It is our understanding after the last technical meeting, that you have all the 
information that you need from the developers. If this is not the case, please inform the 
MDEQ and the City of Detroit and we will try to expedite any information requirements. 

10. No further comments. 

11. No further comments. 

12. No further comments. 

13. No further comments. 

14. No further comments. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Edward A. Novak of this office at (313) 
392-6527. 

Sincerely, 

Edward A. Novak 
Environmental Quality Analyst 

cc: Mr. Oladipo Oyinsan, DEQ 
Mr. Steve Hoin, DEQ 
Mr. Andrew Hogarth, DEQ 
Ms. Caroline Olmsted, DEQ 
Mr. Pete Quackenbush, DEQ 
Ms^an^zeznik^fiEP^^ 

Mr. Alan Wasserman 
Mr. Raymond Scott 
Ms. Sharon Newlon 



STATE OF MICHIGAN 

JOHN ENGLER, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
"Better Service for a Better Environment" 

HOLLISTER BUILDING, PC BOX 30473, LANSING Ml 48909-7973 

INTERNET: www.deq.state.mi.us 

RUSSELL J. HARDING, Director 

REPLY TO: 

DETROIT OFFICE 
SUITE 3600 
300 RIVER PLACE 
DETROIT Ml 48207 

March 2, 2001 

Mr. Timothy J. Metcalf 
Honeywell, (AliiedSignal Inc.) 
P.O.Box 1139 
101 Columbia Road 
Morristown, New Jersey 07962-1139 

Dear Mr. Metcalf: 

SUBJECT; Technical group meeting February 28,2001 

During the meeting of February 28, 2001, there were several questions regarding the slurry wall as it is currently 
proposed by Honeywell and its effect on sequencing the redevelopment. Please submit to the MDEQ and the DEGC, 
for distribution to the redevelopment group, the following requested information by March 19, 2001. The next 
Technical group meeting will be on Wednesday March 28, 2001 at the MDEQ Detroit office at 2:30 PM. 

1. 
2. 

3. 

4. 

The estimated width and the depth below ground surface of the top of the wall. 
Design information or specifications for the construction of rail lines or roads that cross the wall. Also 
please provide design information on potential wall cap designs that could facilitate normal road and 
rail construction. 
Honeywell's understanding of anticipated restrictions to future construction and or industrial activities 
as a result of the wall. 
Honeywell's understanding of the effect on the wall's integrity of normal industrial activities, 
including railroad use, truck traffic and other activities that might generate significant vibrations or soil 
stress. Is the current design optimal for industrial type activities or are other designs feasible? 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Edward A. Novak of this office at (313) 392-6527. 

cc: Mr. Andrew Hogarth, DEQ 
Mr. Oladipo Oyinsan, DEQ 
Mr. Steve Hoin, DEQ 
Ms. Caroline Olmsted, DEQ 
Mr. Pete Quackenbush, DEQ 
Ms. Dana Rzeznik, USEPA 
Mr. Gregory Rudloff, USEPA 
Mr. Alan Wasserman 
Mr. Raymond Scott 
Ms. Sharon Newlon 

Sincerely, 

/ 

Edward A. Novak 
Environmental Quality Analyst 
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December 21, 2000 

Mr. Timothy J. Metcalf 
Honeywell, (AlUedSignal Inc.) 
P.O. Box 1139 
101 Columbia Road 
Morristown, New Jersey 07962-1139 

Dear Mr. Metcalf: 

SUBJECT: Barrier Design Recommendation Report Associated with the Interim Remedial Measures 
for the Former Detroit Coke Corporation Property, Detroit, Michigan 

The MDEQ has reviewed the above mentioned document received by this office on October 20, 2000. 
The conceptual change to the Interim Response Plan (IRP) is approved with a contingency. That change 
involves moving the barrier wall closer to the Detroit River and eliminating the need for the pump and 
treat system outside the wall. The approval is contingent upon the expectation that the amended IRP will 
not adversely impact the proposed future redevelopment and therefore conforms to Section 2.0 of the 
approved Interim Response Plan (IRP). We have significant comments with regard to the design and 
implementation of the barrier wall. The following comments need to be addressed and/or implemented in 
order for the MDEQ to approve a final design plan. The following comments should not be considered 
comprehensive. 

1. The various documents continue to imply that the overall design permeability of 1 x I0'6 
cm/sec is the approved permeability and therefore base the performance standards upon this 
design factor. It should be made clear that the system must ultimately meet the applicable 
Part 201 criteria. The original permeability was part of an IRAP that included hydraulic 
control and an HDPE liner. Now that the remedy has changed, the original permeability of 1 
X 10"6 cm/sec may not be adequate. Honeywell, will be obligated to address future releases 
through the wall. We strongly recommend that Honeywell decrease the wall design 
permeability. 

2. The original design included assumed hydraulic control. It is not clear whether the present 
wall will include hydraulic control (i.e., maintenance of a negative relative groundwater head 
behind the wall). This will be a critical factor in the MDEQ's acceptance of the revised 
barrier design. The negative head would provide some assurance against the risk of 
breakthrough, since most breakthroughs could be controlled hydraulically. The MDEQ 
considers hydraulic control to be a necessary part of the final design plan. 

3. The MRCE report suggests that sands detected beneath the facility are a "deep glacial lake 
sand". Glacial lake sands have been detected in SE Michigan, but these sands typically are 
the result of other depositional events. For example the beach related sands trending north-
south through the western suburbs of Detroit. It is more likely that the deeper sands detected 
at the site are deltaic or fluvial in origin and do not extend for any significant distance under 
the site. 
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4. The proposal indicates that the barrier is to be moved "outboard" to encompass most of the 
area impacted by ammonia that was to be addressed via groundwater extraction. Although, 
this approach appears practical, the report goes on to indicate that this would preclude any 
monitoring of the containment system. Groundwater monitoring will be required and a 
groundwater-monitoring plan will be needed. That plan will require a formal review and at a 
minimum will be designed to demonstrate that the system is effective in preventing 
groundwater migration to the rivers. 

5. The report indicates that the 60 foot barrier setback is the minimum required setback of the 
barrier wall from the seawall. It is critical that this minimal setback be maintained, if feasible 
because of the ammonia beyond the wall. Again, efforts should be made to clarify the 
seawall design, such that this minimal distance can be maintained. Note it is possibly that a 
limited amount of hazardous soils remain beyond the barrier wall, if this proves to be true 
then this material should be handled in a manner equivalent to that specified in Section 3.2.4 
of the IRP. 

6. The report suggests that a polywall is infeasible because of the new wall depth. It seems 
plausible to install a polywall in the shallow more severely impacted depths and a 
soil/bentonite wall at the deeper depths. Honeywell should consider this option. 

7. The report indicates that the waste material should be excluded from the backfill for the wall. 
The design and specifications need to clearly address the placement and handling of the 
unused waste material. The report presents a proposal for handling waste spoils. Although 
the proposal appears to be feasible, the report does not address whether or not the waste 
handling will meet the appropriate regulatory requirements and redevelopment needs. This 
should be addressed prior to any waste handling design is completed. Furthermore it appears 
that the soft white high pH lime-based material may be hazardous, if this proves to be true, 
then this material should be handled in a manner equivalent to that specified in Section 3.2.4 
of the IRP. 

8. The report indicates that heavy traffic or loads should not be permitted over the wall cap. 
However, reinforced concrete pavement could be placed to span the barrier. This clearly 
impacts any future use and this information should be provided to future developers and their 
input should be solicited. 

9. The report indicates that it should be feasible to incorporate existing utilities and construct 
new utility crossings in the barrier wall. The report then indicates that multiple crossing can 
be constructed into the wall at the time of barrier construction. Honeywell should solicit 
developer input on the location, number, and design elements of such crossings. We strongly 
recommend that at least one crossing be constructed to accommodate future unanticipated 
utility needs. 

10. The design should specify the methods for confirming achievement of the required embedded 
depths. This applies to both the minimum embedded depths for adequate cutoff and the 
maximum embedded depths to maintain adequate factors of safety (a value of 4 feet is cited 
in MRCE's recommendations and was used in their stability analyses). 

11. Instrumentation such as inclinometers at selected stationing along the alignment may be of 
value in confirming the stability and control of squeezing of the slurry trench excavation 
during construction. 

12. The design specifications should require contractor submittal(s) of all soil and cement 
materials to be used, including samples, borrow sources, suppliers, stockpile locations, and 
laboratory test results for clay materials to complete the barrier and for backfill materials to 
be placed near and at the existing ground surface. 
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13. The detailed design drawings should delimit the approximate limits within which "slurry 
refreshment" and mechanical force are to be used to prevent slurry thickening and the 
approximate limits within which excavation of high pH materials and replacement with 
structural backfill are to be used. The specifications and drawings should address the 
requirements for confirming, during construction, the physical limits (especially the bottom 
depth) of the high pH materials along the alignment of the barrier and should show the 
delineation of the high pH material across the site to help facilitate redevelopment. 

14. The MDEQ recommends that a notification process be established to notify all interested 
parties of planned site activities. 

In order to foster better understanding and communication between Honeywell, MDEQ, the developers, EGC 
and the City of Detroit DEA, monthly meetings will be implemented to discuss technical issues. The City of 
Detroit Dept. of Environmental Affairs has agreed to sponsor these meetings starting in January. If you have 
any questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Edward A. Novak of this office at (313) 392-6527. 

Sincerely, 

Edward A. Novak 
Environmental Quality Analyst 

cc: Mr. Oladipo Oyinsan, DEQ 
Mr. Steve Hoin, DEQ 
Mr. Andrew Hogarth, DEQ 
Ms. Caroline Olmsted, DEQ 
Mr. Pete Quackenbush, DEQ 
Ms. Dana Rzeznik, USE?A 
Mr. Gregory Rudloff, USE?A 
Mr. Alan Wasserman 
Mr. Raymond Scott 
Ms. Sharon Newlon 
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April 11,2000 

Mr. Timothy J. Metcalf 
Honeywell, (AlliedSignal Inc.) 
P.O. Box 1139 
101 Columbia Road 
Morristown, New Jersey 07962-1139 

Dear Mr. Metcalf: 

SUBJECT: Technical Memoranda for Redevelopment 
Former Detroit Coke Corporation Property, Detroit, Michigan 

I 
The MDEQ has reviewed the above document, received on February 25, 2000. The document will be 
included in the administrative record along with the comments presented below and the attached 
Memorandum from our contractor Malcolm-Pirnie. 

I 
Overall the Technical Memoranda addresses the items specified in the Interim Response Work Plan. We 
do however, have some concerns regarding the approaches taken in the work and as a result we request 
that these concerns be addressed in a contingency plan in the IRAP. 

Following are our comments. 

Containment Wall Geotechnical Testing 
The MDEQ requests that Honeywell supply the MDEQ with any additional data and results obtained as a 
part of the geotechnical testing. The MDEQ has some concerns regarding the effectiveness of the 
bentonite in meeting the necessary swelling. The testing provided suggests that the swelling is dependent 
upon the source of the water used. In addition, several tests were eliminated from the proposed test in the 
IRAP without justification. As a result, the effectiveness of the bentonite has not been fully established. 
Therefore the MDEQ requests further demonstration or explanation of the effectiveness of the bentonite. 
This is crucial considering the importance of the bentonite in the long term integrity of the remedy. 

Pump Test Summary 
The MDEQ's and Malcolm-Pimie's review of the pump test procedures and results suggests that the 
resulting aquifer transmissivity has been overestimated. The technical concerns are discussed in detail in 
Malcolm-Pirnie's attached document. As a result it is our opinion that the system capacity will be 
overestimated, but capture zones may be underestimated. It is the MDEQ's opinion that Honeywell 
should address these issues in any final design. For example, testing should be performed during initial 
operation to assess the effectiveness of groundwater capture and contingencies should be in place to 
address any potential inadequacies. 
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Groundwater Modeling 
The MDEQ's and Malcolm-Pirnies's review of the modeling indicates that the models may not be 
accurately reflecting predicted site conditions. For example, the volume of water generated is based upon 
elevated transmissivities, which will result in overestimation of the volume of water extracted. This is 
supported by calculations based upon site recharge, which suggest much lower volumes than predicted. 
Other inaccuracies may have resulted from site calibration limitations. These potential inaccuracies could 
result in improper well placements (i.e., excessive well spacing) and other unforeseen design errors. The 
MDEQ suggest that either the model be adjusted to reflect the observed data and/or a larger range of 
potential site conditions, and that contingencies be prepared to address any potential inadequacies. 

It appears that trenches are to be used to capture groundwater along the inside of the wall. These trenches 
do not appear to be continuos in the models. Please explain the rationale for the discontinuous trenching. . 

Conceptual Treatment Design Evaluation 
The MDEQ and MP's evaluation suggests that the proposed design may not accommodate the expected 
extraction volume. In an effort to overcome this problem, the design utilizes periodic groundwater 
extraction shutdown for the wells outside of the wall. Although the MDEQ, at this time, does not 
necessarily oppose this approach we do have several concerns. 

First, it is unclear whether or not the periodic shutdowns will allow for contaminants to migrate into the 
river. Analyses should be provided to illustrate that this will not happen. In the event that additional 
contaminants (above GSl criteria) will migrate into the river above criteria, contingencies will need to be 
enacted. This could include temporary storage of water, or possibly re-injection in upgradient areas. 

Secondly the MDEQ is concerned that the design is dependent upon the assumed discharge into the 
DWSD facility. Contingencies should be in place to allow for additional discharge in the event that it 
becomes necessary. This could include additional treatment capacity and discharge permits. 

If you would like to meet to further discuss these issues please contact Mr. Edward A. Novak of this office at 
(313) 392-6527. For any specific technical questions please contact Mr. Steve Hoin of our Livonia office at 
734-432-1296. 

Sjncerely, 

Edward A. Novak, Environmental Quality Analyst 

Attachment 
cc: Mr. Andew Hogarth, DEQ 

Mr. Oladipo Oyinsan, DEQ 
Mr. Jon Russell, DEQ 
Mr. Steve Hoin, DEQ 
Ms. Caroline Olmsted, DEQ 
Mr. Pete Quackenbush, DEQ 
Mr. Allen Melcer, USEPA 
Mr. Alan Wasserman 
Mr. Raymond Scott 
Ms. Sharon Newlon 



ALCOLM MEMORANDUM 
IRNIE 

To: Edward Novak, MDEQ Date: 4/10/2000 

Copy: Steve Hoin, MDEQ 
r^(-

From: Christopher Englert, Malcolm Pimie 

Re: Comments Based on Review of ERM's October 27, 1999 Technical 
Memoranda for Redevelopment of the Former Detroit Coke Corporation 
Property Detroit, Michigan 

The following summarizes Malcolm Pimie's comments on the Technical Memoranda 
prepared by ERM on behalf of Honeywell, the former Allied Signal Corporation, for the 
former Detroit Coke Corporation property. Due to time constraints for review of the 
Technical Memoranda and receipt of pumping test data from ERM on March 21, 2000, 
only a preliminary review of the pump test data could be completed at this time. Review 
of the pump test data will continue and technical review comments from that review will 
be forwarded to the MDEQ as soon as possible. 

The comments resulting from review of the Technical Memoranda are summarized in the 
following sections of this memorandum. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Containment Wall Geotechnical Testing 

We have reviewed the geotechnical laboratory test results provided by ERM for design of 
the containment wall at the former Detroit Coke Corporation property. As of April 10, 
2000, ERM has not posted the final geotechnical laboratory test results on the internet 
site. Thus, our review is limited to the information contained in the submittal. We 
provide the following comments pertaining to our review of the available geotechnical 
laboratory test results. 

1) A total of six ground water samples were tested to evaluate their effect on 
hydration of bentonite. Three tests including Swell Index of Clay, Plate Water 
Absorption Test and Bentonite Fluid Loss test were proposed in the Interim 
Response Plan. However, only the Plate Water Absorption test was performed on 
the water samples and the other tests were cancelled. The document doesn't 
provide any scientific justification for cancellation of other tests. A justification 
should be provided or additional tests should be performed as proposed in the 
Interim Response Plan. The concern here is that one type of test may not be 
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sufficient to properly evaluate the impact of groundwater on hydration of 
bentonite. 

2) The Marshall funnel test was performed on one sample of bentonite slurry and the 
results showed a viscosity of 41 sec with a filtrate loss <20 ml. As the acceptable 
viscosity for bentonite slurry is 40 sec, the tested slurry is marginally acceptable. 
Additional Marshall funnel tests should be performed to better characterize the 
proposed slurry mix. 

3) It appears that ERM is modifying the laboratory-testing program proposed in the 
Interim Response Plan based on the recommendations of JLT. The laboratory test 
results provided by JLT should be reviewed by ERM and a scientific basis should 
be provided for any proposed changes in the Interim Response Plan. 

Pump Test Summary 

.. 1. Each of the piezometer borings should have been logged not just one piezometer 
from each pumping test area. Further, detailed soil descriptions should not be 
"copied" from one soil-boring log to another. Based on soil borings drilled 
previously by Malcolm Pimie, the sediments at the site appear to be highly 
heterogeneous making it unlikely that the "copied" soil boring logs present an 
accurate representation of subsurface soils. Accurate soil descriptions are a key 
component to understanding geological conditions necessary for pumping test 
data analysis. 

2. The pumping test data should have been analyzed using Neuman's (1972) 
analytical method, which is appropriate for unconfmed aquifers. Although the 
Theis and Cooper-Jacob (Jacob) methods can be used for unconfmed aquifers, as 
long as drawdown is a small percentage of saturated aquifer thickness, these 
methods do not account for delayed yield. 

3. Based on the data presented in Appendices B, F, and H, the Theis and Jacob 
analytical methods appear to have been misapplied in a number of cases, with the 
wrong portion of the well response curve being analyzed. In each of the three 
pumping tests there was inconsistency between which portion of the well 
response curve (i.e., early time, middle time or late time) was analyzed. In many 
cases, the delayed yield portion of the well response curve was inappropriately 
fitted with either the Theis type curve or the Jacob regression line. The end result 
of fitting the delayed yield portion of the well response curve is that 
transmissivity (T) and hydraulic conductivity (K) are over estimated. 

4. For pumping tests no. 1 and no. 2 - It appears based on the shape of the well 
response curves that a constant pumping rate was not maintained during these 
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pumping tests. This may be because a bladder pump was used. In Malcolm 
Pimie's experience, bladder pumps are not well suited for pumping tests because 
they typically have difficulty maintaining a constant flow rate. Further, the text 
documents that the pump had shut off a number of times during pumping test no. 
1. The Theis and Jacob analytical methods both assume a constant flow rate is 
maintained through the duration of the test. Because the constant flow rate 
assumption was violated, use of the Theis and Jacob analytical methods is invalid. 

5. Step tests should have been performed to determine appropriate flow rates at each 
pumping well prior to performing the pumping (drawdown) tests. In each 
pumping test (i.e., pumping tests 1 - 3), the pumping wells were pumped at 
insufficient flow rates to produce adequate drawdown in the aquifer. In many 
cases, less than 0.2 ft. of drawdown was measured in the observation wells. 

6. The text indicates for pumping test no. 3 that "partial penetration was taken into 
account for during the data evaluation"; however, no mention is made to as how-
partial penetration was accounted for during the analysis. This partial penetration 
correction method should be described in the text. 

7. For pumping test no. 3 (Appendix FI) - most of the well response curves show-
poor fit using the Theis and Jacob methods. Some possible explanations for 
deflections off the standard Theis and Jacob curves may be due to fluctuations of 
a nearby recharge boundary (i.e., the Detroit River), fluctuating pumping rates, or 
fluctuations due to recharge from precipitation events. 

8. The text indicates that a statistical screening method was used to evaluate outliers 
in the pumping test data set. Statistical outlier screening is not appropriate for 
analyzing pumping test data because aquifer heterogeneities can cause wide 
variation in aquifer parameters. 

9. The text states that the hydraulic conductivity for pumping test no. 3 is 207 ft/day 
which corresponds to a gravel sediment type; however, the soil boring log for well 
PW-3 indicates that most of the aquifer material is a fine or fine silty sand. The 
hydraulic conductivity reported in the text appears anomalously high given the 
documented aquifer sediment type. 

Ground Water Model Report 

A poly wall, French drain, and purge well network is proposed as an Interim Response 
system for the Detroit Coke site, which is situated at the confluence of the Detroit and 
Rouge Rivers. The poly wall is designed to partially surround the site and block ground 
water flow from highly impacted areas to the rivers. A finite difference, numerical model 
was developed by ERM to assess the performance of the proposed Interim Response 
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system. For this task, ERM used MODFLOW, a ground water flow model, and Visual 
MODFLOW as the pre- and post processor. Malcolm Pimie staff reviewed the model 
using the same software. 

The ground water model used for this evaluation and presented in ERM's memorandum 
dated October 27, 1999 is seriously deficient and should not be used to predict the effects 
of remedial technologies at the Detroit Coke site. This deficiency is best exemplified by 
the hydraulic conductivity values used in the model, which are grossly over estimated. 
ERM used hydraulic conductivity values indicative of very coarse sand to gravel (64.8 
ft/day) for the fill layer. This layer is documented to be sand. Hydraulic conductivity 
values indicative of coarse gravel and cobbles (164.5 ft/day) were used for the lower 
layer and close to the rivers where the confining unit is absent, again this area is 
documented to be silty sand. Intuitively, the use of these exaggerated values and a 
reluctance to validate the model through transient calibration shows an extreme flaw in 
the conceptual model used to develop the groundwater model. Any predictive scenario 
simulated with such a model can not be expected to reflect conditions at the site. 

. - General Head 
The rivers are modeled using the general head boundary (GHB) package of MODFLOW. 
ERM reports that they used a hydraulic conductivity of 1000 ft/day. Because this high 
hydraulic conductivity is much greater than the hydraulic conductivity used to simulate 
the layers the GHB has no effect and approximates constant heads. No mention of how-
deep the rivers are is made in the report and the general heads are applied uniformly. 

The statement that a (undocumented) calculation was used to locate the upgradient 
boundary 1300 feet from anticipated pumping because 0.1 feet of drawdown would occur 
there if pumping of 1.5 gpm were simulated is curious. If this is true, then the model can 
only be used to simulate extraction of less than 1.5 gpm. The calculation used for this 
evaluation should be presented and the significance of creating 0.1 feet of drawdown 
along the upgradient constant head boundary when 1.5 gpm of pumping is simulated 
should be discussed (including detailed evaluation of the water budget). This begs the 
question of what occurs when greater (combined) pumping rates are simulated. These 
boundary conditions must be reconsidered and the argument behind the choice of 
boundary condition and associated parameter values (i.e. conductance and head) must be 
presented. 

Recharge 
ERM cites an un-referenced value of recharge of 8 inches per year. They attribute this 
value to the USGS. The USGS reference must be provided. Although 8 inches per year 
is referenced, a greater value is used (11 inches per year). 

River Stage and Calibration Targets 
ERM goes to great lengths to describe their choice of river stage, discussing in detail 
small discrepancies between measurements made at an offsite USGS staff gage and 
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measurements made on site. However, ERM fails to recognize that they are using a 
yearly average recharge value and are specifying a river stage in a tidal water body based 
on one month or even one day. This belies a deeper fallacy; ERM uses water levels from 
the Malcolm Pimie investigation for calibration targets when more generalized data is 
necessary. Both of the Malcolm Pimie water level measurement events occurred during 
March. As discussed in great detail by ERM, one of these events coincided with a water 
pipe leakage and should not be used as a calibration target. What is needed and 
appropriate for model calibration (especially if average recharge is being used) is average 
heads based on several water level measurement events and annual average river stage. It 
should be noted that Malcolm Pimie's water level measurements were conducted as 
standard procedure during ground water sampling, not to support a modeling effort. 
ERM conducted three pumping tests at the site, which were presumably intended for 
transient calibration but were not used in the model. However, ERM did not collect any 
synoptic water level measurements (not even prior to the pumping tests). 

Calibration 
ERM conducted a steady state calibration and presented statistics showing head 

.matching, however, they do not show the geographic distribution of error, which 
indicates a significant problem. The problem is that hydraulic conductivity is 
significantly overestimated. ERM also bemoans the difficulties of conducting a transient 
calibration, claiming that such an effort is "too complex" and that the data are not 
sufficient to conduct transient simulations. This can only be a reflection on the quality of 
the pumping tests. Perhaps the difficulties of transient calibration stem from the 
overestimation of hydraulic conductivity. Regardless of the difficulties ERM experiences 
during transient calibration, the intention of the model is to evaluate the ground water 
flow system under pumping conditions. Therefore it is paramount that the model is 
shown to accurately predict observed reactions to pumping. The traps and pitfalls of the 
non-uniqueness of steady state calibration are abundantly clear in the submitted modeling 
exercise. 

Conceptual Treatment Design Evaluation 

The conceptual pretreatment system described in the Technical Memoranda indicates that 
the treated ground water will be discharged to the Detroit Water and Sewerage 
Department (DWSD) sewer system under a Special Discharge Permit. The maximum 
daily discharge permissible under a Special Discharge Permit is limited to 100,000 
gallons per day (gpd) or 70 gallons per minute (gpm). However, ground water modeling 
conducted by ERM using the calculated ground water flow rates from the extraction 
wells estimated an average design flow of 31 gpm from the extraction wells and drain 
located inside the poly wall and an estimated average design flow of 80 gpm from 
extraction wells located outside of the poly wall. Thus, the average total ground water 
flow rate was estimated by ERM to be 111 gpm (158,400 gpd). 
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ERM proposes that the average flow to be discharged to the DWSD of 70 gpm be 
achieved by limiting the flow from outside of the poly wall during certain periods and 
conversely increasing the flow rate for extraction wells located outside the wall and 
decreasing the flow from extraction wells located inside the wall during other periods. 
No details are provided as to the method used to vary this strategy and how site ground 
water monitoring will be used to demonstrate hydraulic control at all times. 

ERM discussed in the Interim Response Work Plan that three options would be used and 
evaluated for the disposal of extracted ground water for the Interim Response Activity. 
Those options included; 

1. Discharge treated ground water to the City of Detroit municipal sewer and 
treatment system; 

2. Inject treated ground water into the two on-site deep wells; and 
3. Discharge treated ground water to the Detroit River. 

In the Technical Memoranda submittal the second and third alternatives were not 
.discussed or formally eliminated and the ground water flow was arbitrarily limited to 
100,000 gpd. Limiting the extraction and pretreatment of ground water from the site to 
100,000 gpd may prevent Honeywell from complying with the performance objectives 
specified in the Administrative Order by Consent. 

dc041000mem.doc 



From: Steven Murawski on 10/25/99 09:47 AM 

To: Gerald Phiilips/R5/USEP/VUS@EPA 
GO: 

Subject: Minergy Comfort Letter (Detroit Coke Site) 

Gerald, 

Attached is the final version of the Comfort Letter to Minergy. I just received a fax of the October 22, 1999 
Minergy letter to Bob Springer, so Minergy's letter is on its way. 

Thanks for your help on this. 

EPA Com Oil Letter 10-19-
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5 I 77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

REPLY TO THE ATTEt*n"ION OF: 

IIT \ 7 ' D-8J 
Mr. Richard O'Conor 
Minergy Detroit, LLC 
N16 W23217 Stone Ridge Drive 
Waukesha, WI 53188-1155 

Re: Allied Signal Incorporated Site (formerly known as the Detroit Coke Site) 
7819 West Jefferson, Detroit, Michigan 

Dear Mr. O'Conor: 

I am writing in response to your letter dated Getober 22, 1999 concerning the property referenced 
above. This response is based upon the facts presently known to the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and is provided solely for informational purposes. For 
the reasons stated below, EPA does not presently contemplate requiring additional Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) corrective action (CA) requirements at this property 
under EPA's Underground Injection Control (UIC) permit Numbers MI-167-1W-004 and MI-
167-1W-005. 

The federal RCRA Subtitle C Program was established to, among other things, set standards for 
and regulate the generation, treatment, storage and disposal of hazardous wastes as well as 
provide for the cleanup of hazardous waste treatment, storage and disposal facilities. The EPA 
has authorized certain states, including the State of Michigan, to implement approved RCRA 
programs. Unless exempt by law, facilities that treat, store or dispose of hazardous wastes are 
subject to the requirements of RCRA. These requirements include applying for and obtaining 
operating permits, implementing closure and post-closure of regulated units, and performing 
corrective action to address releases of hazardous waste. 

EPA supports State programs to address contaminated facilities, and supports the action which 
the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) has taken to address environmental 
conditions at the AlliedSignal Incorporated Site. Based on the information in your letter, a site-
specific Memorandum of Understanding between EPA and MDEQ dated April 29, 1999 (MOU), 
and site information currently in our possession, EPA neither plans nor anticipates pursuing any 
further RCRA CA requirements at this facility. In addition, EPA intends to rely on MDEQ to 
resolve any current or future environmental remediation issues related to the RCRA CA 
requirements at this facility. As set forth in Paragraph 19 of the MOU, from the effective date of 
the MOU, EPA will not enforce the RCRA CA requirements in the UIC permits provided that 
the MDEQ meets all of its obligations under the MOU. Additionally, as noted in Paragraph 21 
of the MOU, EPA does not plan or anticipate taking any future Federal action related to the 
environmental remediation of the AlliedSignal Incorporated Site against future owners or 
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operators of the Site, provided that such owners or operators satisfy the conditions set forth in 
Paragraph 21 of the MOU. Please note, however, that this does not preclude EPA from 
undertaking any action at the facility at a later date if EPA obtains any information indicating 
that such action is necessary to protect human health and the environment. 

If you have any questions, or if we can be of any further assistance, please do not hesitate to 
contact Mr. Gerald W. Phillips at (312) 886-0977. 

Sinceflely, 

Robert Springer/Director ( 
Waste, Pesticide s/and Toxics Division 

cc: Mike Anastasio (C-14J) 
Steven J. Murawski (C-14J) 
Gerald Phillips (D-8J) 
Greg Rudloff (DRP-8J) 
Allen Melcer (WU-16J) 
Robert P. Reichel, Assistant Attorney General, State of Michigan 
Carrie Olmsted, Michigan Department of Environmental Quality 
Alan D. Wasserman, Counsel for the City of Detroit 



STATE OF MICHIGAN 

m 

REPLY TO: 

JOHN ENGLER, Governor ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE DIVISION 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ^^'BOXS™' 
"Better Service for a Better Environment" LANSING MI 48909-7926 

HOLLISTER BUILDING, PO BOX 30473, LANSING Ml 48909-7973 

INTERNET: www.deq.state.mi.us 

RUSSELL J. HARDING, Director 

June 15, 1999 

BECEWEO 
JUM ^ ^ 

Mr. Timothy J. Metcalf 
AlliedSlgnal, inc. 
P.O. 60x1139 
101 Columbia Road 
Morristown, New Jersey 07962-1139 

Dear Mr. Metcalf: 

SUBJECT: Interim Response Plan for the Redevelopment of the Former Detroit Coke 
Corporation Property, Detroit, Michigan, dated May 28, 1999 

The Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) has reviewed the Interim Response 
Plan (IRP) dated May 28, 1999. This letter confirms our comments on the IRP provided during our 
June 8,1999 teleconference. We are in agreement with the general approach, and feel that the 
IRP can be approved with the following modifications. 

The IRP requires a schedule for each task in the IRP, however, many of the tasks can be grouped 
together. The proposed schedule faxed to us on June 7,1999, is a good beginning. Submittal of 
the Quality Assurance Project Plan and the Health and Safety Plan for performance of the 
response activities may be included in the schedule, although it is also provided for in the draft 
Administrative Order by Consent for Response Activities (AOC) that AlliedSignal intends to enter 
with the state. The related actions column should be more specific, giving AlliedSignal a specified 
time period within which a task must commence (for example IRM 3.2.4 "will start within seven 
days of completion of IRM 3.2.3"). Interim Response (IR) measures 3.2.6-8 shoUd allow time for 
final design review and approval by the MDEQ. Submittal of a final IRP report to the MDEQ and 
any other appropriate reports following a specific task should also be included in the schedule. 

The IRP should acknowledge that the interim response will be consistent with the final remedy, 
which must meet applicable Part 201 criteria, including generic or mixing zone based GSi criteria for 
groundwater discharging into the surface water. In addition, since many components of the IRP will 
be provided at a later date, an overall performance standard for the interim response should be 
included in the IRP. The following performance standards should be achieved, following 
implementation of the interim response: 

1. The poly wall contains the contaminated groundwater upgradient of the poly wall 
2. The groundwater pumping system effectively captures and treats the groundwater within 

the containment area and the outside pumping location, 
3. The direct contact and inhalation exposure hazards are effectively controlled. 

Each individual task also requires a performance standard. Performance standards should be 
incorporated in the IRP for the tasks that will not require an additional design or plan approval. 
Performance standards may be provided in the subsequent work plan for tasks requiring additional 
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design or plan approval. 

Additionally, since the IRP becomes part of the AOC, you should clearly indicate the tasks 
AlliedSignal will perform. Some of the tasks listed in the draft IRP may be intended only to provide 
guidance to future operators on the Property. 

Listed below are comments on specific sections of the draft IRP: 

• Section 3.2.4: 

If other tar product areas are uncovered, they should also be removed in the same manner 
described In the IRP. 

• Section 3.2.5: 

Any on-site materials that will be used for backfill should be tested and meet at least generic 
industrial criteria before use. 

Describe the decision making process for when a geotextile membrane will be used instead of 
gravel inside the containment area. 

Provide the design specifications for the geotextile membrane installation. 

• Section 3.2.6: 

Provide the maximum acceptable permeability for the poly wall. 

Describe the method/protocol that will be used to determine if the existing fill is suitable for 
producing a "low permeability" slurry product. 

Provide a contingent method if the existing fill is not found suitable for the slurry, such as 
removal of the fill and the use of sand or other material to mix with the bentonite or cement 
for the slurry wall component. 

Indicate the performance standard measure for determining the integrity of the slurry wall will 
be provided in the final design plan. 

• Section 3.2.7: 

Indicate the anticipated period of time the groundwater will be pumped and the poly wall will 
need to be maintained before the appropriate cleanup criteria are achieved. 

Provide a statement that contingency plans, will be provided in the final design plan. 

• Section 3.2.8: 

Identify when a groundwater treatment alternative will be selected, and how that decision will 
be made. 

Provide a statement that contingency plans will be provided in the final design plan. 

• Sections 3.2.12,13,14: 

These sections appear to deal with future development issues and it should be made clear 
whether or not Allied is performing these tasks as part of the IRP. 

• Section 3.2.15: 

As discussed during the June teleconference, the second bullet should be removed from 
this section. 

9 
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A surveyed map specifying demarcation zones needs to be included with the restrictive 
covenant. 

• Section 3.2.16; 

The Part 201 definition of "facility" must be used. 

• Appendix B: 

It should be stated that the sediment-sampling plan will be a component of the Remedial Action 
Plan to be submitted at a later date. 

• Appendix D: 

The 25-inch/year-precipitation rate is low. The actual precipitation rate is 32-34 inches/year. 

We look fonward to receiving your revised IRP on June 22, 1999. If you should have further 
questions or concerns, please contact Mr. Edward Novak, Environmental Response Division, 
Southeast Michigan District-Detroit Office, at 313-392-6527, or you may contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew Ho^rth, Assistant Chief 
Environmental Response Division 
517-373-9838 

cc: Mr. Allen Melcer, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Ms. Sarah D. Lile, City of Detroit 
Mr. Alan D. Wasserman, Fink Zausmer, PC 
Ms. Karen O'Donahue, Detroit Economic Growth Corporation 
Ms. Sharon Newlon, Dickinson-Wright PLLC 
Mr. C. George Lynn, Environmental Resources Management 
Mr. Chris Englert, Malcolm Pirnie 
Mr. S. Peter Manning, DAG 
Mr'. Pete Quackenbush, MDEQ 
Mr. Edward Novak, MDEQ 
Mr. Steve Hoin, MDEQ 
Ms. Carrie Olmsted, MDEQ 
Ms. Lynn Buhl, MDEQ 
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Jun-08-99 09:21 am From-ERM/ST CHARLES 

Memorandum 
314-928-2050 T-316 P.01/06 F-811 

ERM-North Central, Inc. 

To: Tim Metcalf - AlliedSignal/973-455-3082 
Andy Hogarth - MDEQ/517-373-9657 
Allen Melcer - U.S. EPA/312-353-4788 
Ed Novak - MDEQ/313-392-6488 
Ray Scott - City of Detroit/313-224-1547 
Karen O'Donoghue - DEGC/313-963-8839 
Sharon Newlon - Dickinson Wright/313-223-3479 

From: C. George Lynn 

Date: Jime 7,1999 

Subject: Proposed Implementation Schedule 
Interim Response Plan 
Former Detroit Coke Corporation Property 
Detroit, Michigan 

In response to several requests, I have prepared a proposed schedule for 

>plementation of the Interim Response Plan at the Former Detroit Coke 

Corporation Property. Included you will find a schedule in table form as 

well as a Gant chart. There are a number of variables that affect the 

schedule, consequently this should be considered "draff at this stage. 

The purpose of sending this by fax is to have copies in hand for discussion 

during our conference call tomorrow. I sent the schedule to as many 

people as I had fax numbers available, so please forward copies to those 

people that will be on the caU but are not listed above. Thank you. 

ERM. 

post-V^^^^ 

A member of the Envfronmental 
Resources Management Group 
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Proposed implementation Schedule 
Interim Response Plan 

Former Detroit Coke Corporation Property 
Detroit, Michigan 

Description Estimated Time To Complete Related Actions 

IRM 3.2.1 Tar Removal 2 Weeks 

Initiates on site activities approx. two 
weeks to one month after AOC is 
signed. Dependent upon contractor 
selection and availability, and 
recvclina/dlsDosal ootions for tar. 

IRM 3.2.2 Stockpiled Material Removal 2 Weeks 

Can begin at same time as IRM 3.2.1 
with similar assumptions. Also 
assumes leasees can remove their 
stockpiles within tfils time frame. 

IRM 3.2.3 
Coal Tar-Impacted Fill Removal 
From Tar Tank Area SWMUs 2 Weeks iFollows completion of IRM 3.2.1. 

Weather dependent. 

IRM 3.2.4 
Point Source Removal of Coal Tar-
Imoacted Fill 

1 Week Follows completion of IRM 3.2.3. 
[Weather dependent. 

IRM 3.2.5 Backfflling and Grading 2 Weeks 

Follows completion of IRM 3.2.4. 
Weather dependent. Includes 
demarcalion zone placement as 
described In IRM 3.2.11. 

IRM 3.2.6 Containment Wall Installation 

• Alignment Verification Drilling 

• HOPE Laboratory Testing 

• Bentonite Slurry Testing 

• Final Design, Contractor 
Evaluation/Selection 

• Materials Acquisition/Delivery 

• Construction Mobilization, Wall 
Installation, Demobilization 

1 Week 

1 - 3 Months 

2 - 3 Months 

1 Month 

1 Month 

1 Month 

Can begin after IRM 3.2.2 but more 
likely after IRM 3.2.5. May require 
additional offset drilling depending on 
results obtained. 

Can begin with IRM 3.2.1. 

Can begin with IRM 3.2.1. 

Can begin while IRMs 3.2.1 -3.2.5 
are performed, but final selction may 
depend on HDPE/bentonite slurry 
testing. 

Can begin while IRMs 3.2.1 -3.2.5 
are performed, but final selction will 
depend on HDPE/bentonite slurry 
testing. 

Assumes equipment and materials 
are avatlabie within this time frame, 
and minimal delays due to adverse 
weather and subsurface 
obstructions/penetrations. 

IRM 3.2.7 Ground Water and Product Recovery 

• Final Design and Specifications 

• Equipment Delivery and Installation 

• System Startup and Performance 
Testing 

• Operation and Maintenance Plan 

1.5 Montfis 

1.5 Months 

1 Month 

1 Month 

Can begin with IRM 3.2.1. 

Follows completion of final design 
and specifications. 

Follows completion of equipment 
delivery and startup. 

Follows completion of system startup 
and performance testino. 
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IRM 3^.16 Remedial Action Plan 

• IR Plan Upon approval by MDEQ/U.S. EPA. 
Once the IR Plan and AOC are 
approved, Implementation of the IR 
Measures can begin. 

• Final iR Design Plans As specified in IRM 3.2.6,3.2.7, and 
3.2.8. 

Final plans will be submitted to 
MDEQ/U.S. EPA as they are 
completed. 

• Property H&S Plan 1 Month Can begin with IRM 3.2.1, but won't 
be finali7ed until IRM's 3.2.6 - 3.2.11 
are installed to ensure completeness. 

• IR Measures Operation and 
Maintenance Plan 1 Month 

Following installation and startup of 
IR Measures. 

• IR Measures Contingency Plan 1 Month Commensurate with O & M plans. 

• Construction Analysis Plan independent of IR Measures 
Future owners are responsible for CA 
plans. 

• Construction QA/QC Plan Independent of IR Measures Future owners are responsible for 
QA/QC plans. 



PROPOSED IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE 
INTERIM RESPONSE PLAN 

FORMER DETROIT COKE CORPORATION PROPERTY 
DETROIT, MICHIGAN 

ID IR Measure Task Name Month 1 Month 2 Month 3 Month 4 Months Months Month? 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

IRM 3^.1 Tar Removal 

IRM 3.2.2 Stockpiled Material Removal 

IRM 3.2.3 Tar Tank Area Tar Removal 

IRM 3.2.4 Point Source Tar Removal 

IRM 3.2.5 Backfilling and Grading 

IRM 3.2.6 Containment Wail Instellatlon 

Alignment Verification Drilling 

HOPE Laboratory Testing 

Bentonlte Slurry Testing 

Final Design, Contractor Eval/Select 

Materials Acquisition/Delivery 

Mob, Installation, Demob 

IRM 3.2.7 Ground Water/Product Recovery 

Final Design and Specifications 

Equipment Delivery/ Installation 

System Startup/Performance Testing 

Operation and Maintenance Plan 

IRM 3.2.8 Ground Water/Product Treatment 

Treatability Testing 

Final Design and Specifications 

i 
m 

I 
CO 
ro 

Project 99147Schedute1 
Date: Men 6/7/99 

Task 

Milestone ^ 

Summary 

Redevelopment ^ 



PROPOSED IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE 
INTERIM RESPONSE PLAN 

FORMER DETROIT COKE CORPORATION PROPERTY 
DETROIT, MICHIGAN 

I 
CO 
CO 

ID IR Measure Task Name Month 1 Month 2 Months Month 4 Months Month! Month? 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

2B 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

Construction/Discharge Permit 

Equipment Fabrication/Installation 

System Startup/Performance Testing 

Operation and Maintenance Plan 

IBM 3.2.9 Ground Water Monitoring 

IBM 3.2.10 tnjedion Well Maintenance 

IBM 3.2.11 Capplng/intiltration Barriers 

IBM 3.2.12 Venting Systems/Vapor Barriers 

IBM 3.2,13 Storm Water Control 

IBM 3.2.14 Building Foundations 

IBM 3.2.1S Institutional Controls 

IBM 3.2.16 Remedial Action Plan 

Interim Measures Plan 

Final IR Design Plans 

Property H&S Plan 

IBM Operation & Mairrtenance Plans 

IBM Contingency Plans 

Construction Analysis Plan 

Construction QA/QC Plan 

Project: 99l47Schedule1 
Date: Men 6/7/99 

Summary 

Redevelopmer^t ^ 

Page 2 
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m 0 4 \m REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF; 

WU-16J 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 

April 16, 1999 

Mr. Timothy J. Metcalf 
AlliedSignal Inc. 
P.O. Box 1139 
101 Columbia Road 
Morristown, New Jersey 07962-1139 

Re: Redevelopment Plan for the Former Detroit Coke Corporation Facility 

Dear Mr. Metcalf: 

Enclosed with this letter are the United States Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) 
comments and questions regarding AlliedSignal's April 12,1999, redevelopment plan for the 
former Detroit Coke facility. In general, the proposed brownfield redevelopment model appears 
to provide a framework that ean be developed into an aeeeptable Remedial Action Plan (RAP) for 
the site. The basic concepts of source removal, and groundwater containment are an acceptable 
approach to the remediation of the site. In addition, the selection of a HDPE "polywall" appears 
to be superior to a soil/bentonite slurry wall given the contaminants present (especially high pH). 

EPA agrees with the concept put forward to initially proceed with remediation activities as 
interim measures in order to address discharge of contaminated ground water to the rivers as well 
as environmental concerns directly linked to redevelopment. This will allow the redevelopment 
to occur concurrent with the remediation aetivities at the facility. EPA does expect that Allied 
will develop an approvable RAP that addresses all environmental concerns at the site on a 
timetable consistent with any applicable State order. 

As can be seen from our comments, most of our concerns arise from the need for more 
information on the specifics of your plan. We anticipate that the attached comments will assist 
you in responding to our concerns. 

We are also enclosing a copy of the Rouge River sediment analysis to assist you in responding to 
our comment regarding the need to address contaminated sediments in the rivers. If you have any 
questions regarding the Rouge River sediment survey, please contact Art Ostaszewski, Michigan 
Department of Environmental Quality, Surface Water Quality Division, (517) 335-4491. 



Please contact me at (312) 886-1498 or lVIelcer.allen@epa.gov or Greg Rudloff at (312) 886-0455 
or Rudloff.gregory@,epa.gov if you have any questions. 

Sincerely yours, 

Ma G. Hyde, !J 
Acting Director, Water Division 

Enclosures 

cc; Gregory Rudloff, Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division 
Steve Murawski, Office of Regional Counsel 
Ken Westlake, Office of the Regional Administrator 
Art Ostaszewski, Surface Water Quality Division, MDEQ 
Andrew Hogarth, Environmental Response Division, MDEQ 
Steve Buda, Waste Management Division, MDEQ 

% 

% 



explain how the chosen locations will intercept all of the free product and contaminated 
ground water on site. 

9. Page 4 - The first bullet on this page indicates that Allied views the purpose of the 
extraction wells as primarily to capture and remove LNAPLs and DNAPLs. However, 
sampling data indicates that the ground water is severely impacted from past activities on 
the site. The ground water interception and remediation program should be geared toward 
remediating contaminated ground water as well as removing LNAPLs and DNAPLs. 

10. Page 4 - It is appropriate to anchor the ground water barrier into the clay, thus limiting the 
location where the barrier may be emplaced. However, sampling data indicates that 
groundwater downgradient of the barrier is contaminated to a level greater than the 
groundwater-surface water interface criteria. Please provide a groimd water remediation 
plan involving interception and/or removal for the contaminated groundwater that is 
located outside of the polywall. 

11. Page 4 - The emplacement of the ground water barrier, either as a semi-circle or as a full 
enclosure, will change the ground water flow patterns on site. Contaminated ground water 
located upgradient of the site may flow along the outside of the barrier to the Detroit and 
Rouge Rivers, or contaminated ground water flow paths may be diverted to the rivers due 
to moimding of ground water within the barrier. Please provide more details on how 
Allied plans to detect and remediate, if necessary, contaminated groimd water moving 
outside of the proposed flow barrier. 

12. Page 4 - In the third bullet Allied indicates their intent to dispose of contaminated ground 
water into the two deep injection wells located on site. Please be aware that if the ground 
water is characterized as hazardous waste per the regulations at 40 C.F.R. Part 261, then 
the owner or operator of the wells must receive an exemption to the land disposal ban 
prior to injection. If an exemption is not granted, then the ground water must be treated to 
below the universal treatment standards, found at 40 C.F.R. 268.40, before it can be 
injected into the wells. 

13. Page 4 - The storage and treatment/disposal system that will be used for recovered 
product and groundwater should be described. 

14. Investigations on the nature and extent of contaminated sediments in the Rouge River 
adjacent to the property indicates that fine grained sediments are contaminated Avith PAHs. 
Please provide a plan for addressing contaminated sediments at the site. 

15. Page 6 - The third bullet imder project deliverables states that EPA will issue a letter to the 
City of Detroit and the developers confirming that it will look only to AlliedSignal to 
address any potential liabilities or responsibilities at the site relating to its regulation under 
this Federal RCRA program. EPA will investigate whether it will be able to issue comfort 
letters such as this to the City and future owners of the property. If EPA determines that it 
is able to issue such a letter, that letter would need approval from both the Federal RCRA 
and Office of Regional Council programs. 



t 
16. Page 6 - The fifth bullet of the project deliverables section states that MDEQ agrees to 

apply reasonable and appropriate clean-up criteria for soil and ground water at the site, in 
light of the redevelopment model and surrounding conditions. As proposed in the second 
bullet of this section, MDEQ will use the Part 201 clean-up standards for this site. How 
does Allied view "reasonable and appropriate clean-up criteria" as differing from the Part 
201 standards that Allied requests be used in the second bullet above? 

» 
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Mr. Andrew W. Hogarth 
Assistant Chief, ERD 
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality 
Knapps Centre 
P.O. Box 30426 
Lansing, MI 48909 

Ms. Tinka G. Hyde 
Acting Director, Water Division 
U.S. EPA, Region 5 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

RE; Former Detroit Coke Corporation Redevelopment Plan 
Response to MDEQ and U.S. EPA Comments 
ERM Project No. 97444GL 

Dear Mr. Hogarth and Ms. Hyde: 

On behalf of AlliedSignal, Inc. (AlliedSignal), Environmental Resources 
Management (ERM) has received and reviewed the comments from the 
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) and the U.S. 
EPA (EPA) concerning the April 12,1999 Redevelopment Plan for the 
Former Detroit Coke Corporation Property (the Property). Because many 
of the comments from the MDEQ and the EPA are similar, we are 
responding to all of the comments in a single document. Some of the 
responses are included to help clarify the order of activities and the 
anticipated deliverables. MDEQ/EPA will be cited collectively assuming 
that a Memorandum of Understanding will be negotiated between both 
parties indicating their agreement with the actions proposed. 

ERM. 

RECEIVED 
APRS 01999 

UlC BRANCH 
EPA REGION 5 

f •i':-
GENERAL 

1. We imderstand that MDEQ/EPA will approve a modified 
Redevelopment Plan (the Plan) for the Property that contains the 
interim response elements of source control, land use or resource use 

A member of the Environmental 
Resources Management Group 
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restrictions, and financial assurance to expedite redevelopment of the 
property. Modification of the April 12,1999 Redevelopment Plan to 
address comments and incorporate elements identified by 
MDEQ/EPA will be the submittal made to MDEQ/EPA for review 
and approval. 

2. AlliedSignal will enter into a legally enforceable agreement with the 
State based on approval of the modified Plan that contains the interim 
response measures, with the understanding that a Remedial Action 
Plan (RAP) for the entire facility will be prepared. 

3. The RAP will consist of the Plan (interim response measures) and 
those additional elements required by Part 201, Environmental 
Remediation, the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection 
Act, 1994 PA 451, as amended (NREPA). Submittal of the RAP for 
MDEQ/EPA approval will be made on a timely basis, but will occur 
subsequent to approval of the modified Plan and potentially during 
redevelopment of the Property. This timeline is anticipated based on 
the extent of work required to adequately address the facility, and to 
take advantage of information obtained through implementation of 
the interim response measures. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS - MPEQ 

SOURCE CQNTRQE 

lA) Free Phase Liquids 

The adequacy of seven wells to capture DNAPLS and LNAPLs will be 
assessed through hydrological testing at the site that has not yet been 
performed. The modified Plan will identify the tests to be conducted, 
which may include pump testing, permeability/porosity measurements, 
flow modeling, and DNAPL/LNAPL recovery rates. An assessment will 

f 

A member of ttie Environmental 
Resources Management Group 
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be made to determine if the existing wells can be used to perform this 
work, or if other wells are needed. 

With regard to the integrity of the containment wall, HDPE is the 
industry's most widely used material for containment because of its 
proven chemical resistance and impermeability. The modified Plan will 
contain specifications and any laboratory testing of the proposed HDPE 
for approval by MDEQ/EPA. 

IB) Source Control, Other 

The objective of source removal as described in the Plan is consistent with 
Part 201, Appendix A, Source Control Obligations for Part 201 Facilities. 
The proposed source control measures are considered technically 
practical, cost-effective, and of environmental benefit as referenced in 
Appendix A, while any attempt to remove (excavate) tar from below the 
water table is not consistent with these objectives. Tar remaining below 
the water table will be addressed by the free phase recovery system. We 
believe that sufficient investigations have been performed on the 
Property to characterize the extent of tar in the subsurface. 

It is important to note that only one aboveground tank remains in the Tar 
Tank Area rather than the three tanks referenced in the original 
Redevelopment Plan. The other two tanks have already been removed 
from the Property. 

RISKS DT TF. TO GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION 

2) Drinking Water Usage 

The Plan will be modified to indicate groundwater will be a resource 
restricted for use as drinking water. 

A member of the Environmental 
Resources Management Group 
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3) Dermal Exposures 

We consider it presumptive to assume Naphthalene is or will be present 
at the site above 31,000 ppb, especially in light of the proposed source 
removal activities and capping related to new construction on the 
Property. However, we will consider the use of restrictions in the area 
behind the containment wall and make appropriate recommendations in 
the modified Plan. These restrictions are anticipated to be localized 
exposure barriers to address specific areas and contaminants of limited 
extent rather than a property-wide restriction or barrier. 

4) Indoor Air 

Vapor barrier and control will be incorporated in the modified Plan as an 
institutional control for exposure to indoor air. 

5) Hazards to Surface Water 

The containment wall will be keyed into the uppermost confining clay as 
close as possible to the River Rouge and Detroit River without 
compromising the integrity of the confinement zone. Existing 
stratigraphic information will be evaluated to properly align the wall, 
and any revisions to the proposed alignment will be made in the 
modified Plan. As indicated previously in Response 1 A, The Plan will 
also contain specifications concerning compatibility of the containment 
wall with site materials and high pH groundwater. 

Design plans and a construction quality assurance plan will be provided 
to MDEQ/EPA. These documents will be submitted separately for review 
and approval by MDEQ/EPA. Also submitted separately and subsequent 
to completion of interim response measures will be Operation & 
Maintenance (O&M) and Health & Safety (H&S) plans. The O&M plan 
will apply to the implemented interim response measures, and the H&S 
plan will be used to protect future construction workers at the Property. 

t 

A member of the Environmental 
Resources Management Group 
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The location of the containment wall will be surveyed and clearly 
mapped so that future construction activity will not breach the integrity 
of the wall. Methods for sealing penetrations for new and existing utilities 
will be provided in the design plans, and detailed in the as-built 
drawings. 

As proposed in the Redevelopment Plan, we will use a combination of 
containment and liquid coal tar recovery to control the lateral migration 
of chemical constituents in ground water. A certain amount of ground 
water recovery will be performed to 1) support/enhance liquid coal tar 
recovery, 2) mitigate any dissolved compounds in groimd water above 
applicable action levels, and 3) maintain hydraulic equilibrium across the 
containment wall. A more detailed description of the methods used to 
meet these objectives will be provided in the modified Plan, and included 
on design specifications. However, the definitive ground water recovery 
methods have not yet been determined. Hydrological testing discussed in 
Response 1A will be utilized to develop the most effective ground water 
control measures for the Property. 

Infiltration to ground water is considered an element of control for the 
lateral migration of chemical constituents. New construction capping, 
which includes concrete foundations, asphalt roadways and parking lots, 
and aggregate cover, together with storm water management are 
considered effective infiltration controls at the Property. Considering 
future use of the Property for industrial purposes, an infiltration barrier 
may be placed in one or more specific areas, but it would not be practical 
to install an infiltration barrier across the entire site and expect to 
maintain integrity in the presence of foundation footings and piers, 
buried utility lines and other subsurface structures. Infiltration 
limitations will be discussed in conjunction with the containment and 
recovery systems in the modified Plan. Additionally, a more detailed 
footprint of proposed construction on the Property will be included in the 
modified Plan if available at the time of submittal. 

Ground water recovery outside of the containment wall will be addressed 
through an evaluation of the investigative information obtained by 
MDEQ. Recommended action items for dealing with impacted ground 

A member of the Envirorunental 
Resources Management Group 
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water outside of the containment wall will be made in the modified Plan. 
This may include verification sampling and testing, hydrological testing, 
pump tests, degradation studies, mass loading calculations, an 
assessment of regional ground water flow patterns, and FOIA requests 
for information on adjoining properties. Cleanup levels and response 
actions can then be established with MDEQ for compliance with Part 201 
criteria. 

MDEQ has indicated that GSI clean up levels will apply where surface 
water has the potential to reach ground water, which is adjacent to the 
Detroit River and River Rouge, and that other standards will apply away 
from these areas. It is expected that a limited industrial closure can be 
received for the Property, and that the appropriate Part 201 standards can 
be applied. Consideration may also be given for partial closure by media, 
chemical compound, or area on the Property. 

RISKS DUE TO SOIL CONTAMINATION 

6) Land use and resource use restrictions applicable to site conditions will 
be presented in the modified Plan. Cover related to new construction is 
discussed in Response 5) above. 

7,8) As indicated in Response 4), vapor barrier and control will be 
incorporated in the modified Plan as an institutional control for exposure 
to indoor air. 

9,10,11) The impracticality of installing an infiltration barrier across the 
entire Property is discussed in Response 5). The infiltration barrier is 
addressed through new construction, and the proximity of ground water 
to the source is addressed through source removal. 

12) Sediment data pertaining to the Detroit River and River Rouge will be 
reviewed before any response actions will be proposed. Storm water 

A member of the Environmental 
Resources Management Group 
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management, as discussed in Response 5), is an integral part of 
infiltration control and is linked to redevelopment of the Property. It is 
anticipated that storm water control measures will be provided with new 
construction plans to meet discharge regulations. 

GROUND WATER MQNITQRING 

More detailed ground water monitoring will be presented in the 
modified Plan. However, the adequacy of existing wells and related site 
information at the Property must first be evaluated. Any additional wells 
may be installed on a progressive basis to support implementation of the 
interim response measures, and to take advantage of using the wells for 
multiple purposes. Consequently, it may not be possible to identify all 
monitoring well locations in the modified Plan that could ultimately be 
installed at the site. The intent will be to indicate which aspects of the 
project will require monitoring, such as the site perimeter, recovery 
operations, and the containment system to ensure that wells are placed in 
appropriate locations. The length of time for monitoring the well network 
on the Property will be extended to a time and frequency acceptable to 
MDEQ/EPA. As with other interim response measures, O&M plans will 
be prepared for the monitoring well network at the Property. 

CONTINGENCY PLAN 

Reference to contingency planning will be incorporated into the modified 
Plan. The actual contingency plans are expected to be part of the design 
and construction plans for the proposed interim measures that will be 
submitted to MDEQ/EPA for review and approval. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS - U.S. EPA 

Page 1 - As discussed in Response 5) above, MDEQ has indicated that 
Part 201 clean up levels, besides GSI values applied along the River 
Rouge and Detroit River, can be used for the Property. Consequently, 

A member of the Environmental 
Resources Management Group 
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separate risk-based criteria are not considered necessary. However, there 
may be a need in the future to evaluate a specific contaminant from a risk 
standpoint, in which case a limited risk assessment may be performed. 

Page 3 - Site investigation information will be reviewed to determine if 
contaminants other than liquid coal tar need to be removed or otherwise 
mitigated at the Property. This review will include a comparison of the 
data to new construction diagrams in the event cap and closure are 
considered a viable solution. 

Page 3 - Existing information from test pits, soil borings, and monitoring 
wells will be used to determine if additional point source removal is 
necessary and feasible. 

Page 3 - We consider consolidation and capping of impacted soil a 
potential interim response measure. For example, this alternative may be 
used to remove the exposure route for soil impacted by contaminants 
other than coal tar that can effectively be consolidated and capped. In 
short, the specific application of consolidation has not yet been defined, 
but it should be considered as a potential interim response alternative. A 
review of the existing information will be used to support any 
recommendation for consolidation in the modified Plan. 

On a related topic, MDEQ/EPA has indicated that soil excavated for 
interim response or future construction can be reinterned in a manner 
similar to test pit activities conducted during previous investigations at 
the Property. Land disposal restrictions will be evaluated when either 
consolidation or reintemment are considered for implementation. 

Page 3 - The vapor barrier system will be described in the modified Plan, 
as will the application of a vapor barrier imder any other occupied 
buildings on the Property. 

Page 3 - See MDEQ Responses lA) and 5). 

Page 3 - See MDEQ Responses la) and 5), and Groimd Water Monitoring. 

f 
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Page 4 - See MDEQ Responses 5) and Ground Water Monitoring. 

Page 4 - See MDEQ Response 5). 

Page 4 - The containment wall will be constructed in a manner to 
minimize the potential for movement of contaminated ground water 
around or outside of the barrier. As mentioned in earlier responses, 
hydrological information will be collected to determine the most effective 
design of the containment wall. It is anticipated that the monitoring well 
network will be sufficiently distributed across the Property to detect 
mounding or diversion trends that may appear after installation of the 
wall. Also see MDEQ Response 5). 

Page 4 - AlliedSignal may elect to apply for an exemption to the land 
disposal ban to dispose of contaminated groimd water at the site that is 
characterized as hazardous waste. This depends on several factors, 
including the'volume of contaminated ground water, the types and levels 
of contamination, and the cost and effectiveness of treatment alternatives. 
The decision to apply for an exemption will be made as part of the design 
process for the recovery and containment system. Contaminated ground 
water will not be disposed in the injection wells if determined to be 
hazardous without the appropriate permit. 

Any storage and treatment/disposal systems used for recovered 
products and ground water will be described in the modified Plan and 
detailed in design specifications. A discussion will be included that 
addresses the use of the storage and treatment/disposal system in the 
event the deep injection wells cannot handle the volume of ground water 
or are imavailable for use due to approval delays. 

Page 4 - Information provided by EPA will be reviewed concerning the 
nature and extent of contaminated sediments in River Rouge adjacent to 
the Property. Information about other activities along the river may also 
be reviewed, such as the Rouge River Remedial Action Plan, before a 
response action to this issue is incorporated in the facility RAP. 

A member of the Environmental 
Resources Management Group 
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Page 6 - Please advise us of your determination concerning EPA's ability 
to issue the letter in question. 

Page 6 - See U.S. EPA Response to Page 1 and MDEQ Response 5). 

Please review these responses to comments at your earliest convenience. 
Based on our conference call on April 22,1999, all parties are in general 
agreement with the original Redevelopment Plan, the proposed 
modifications in reply to MDEQ/EPA comments, and the above 
responses. A letter indicating MDEQ/EPA agreement is requested so the 
redevelopment plan modifications can proceed without delay. The 
estimated date for submittal of the modified Plan is May 28,1999. If you 
have questions or need further clarification, please call me at 314/928-
0300. 

Sincerely, 

C. George Lyrm 
Senior Project Manager 

/CGL 

A member of the Environmental 
Resources Management Group 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE: April 13, 1999 

SUBJECT: Technical Review of the Redevelopment Plan for the 
Former Detroit Coke Corporation Facility 

FROM: Greg Rudloff, Geologist, WPTD 

TO: Allen Melcer, Geologist, WD 

Attached are my comments from the technical review of the 
Redevelopment Plan for the Former Detroit Coke Corporation 
Facility dated April 12, 1999. If you have any questions, feel 
free to contact me at 6-0455. 



COMMENTS 
REDEVELOPMENT PLAN 

FOR THE FORMER DETROIT COKE CORPORATION FACILITY 
DETROIT, MICHIGAN 
APRIL 12, 1999 

GENERAL 

1. In general, the proposed brownfield redevelopment model 
appears to provide a framework that can be developed into an 
acceptable Remedial Action Plan (RAP) for the site. The 
basic concepts of source removal, and groundwater 
containment are an acceptable approach to the remediation of 
the site. In addition, the selection of a HOPE "polywall" 
appears to be superior to a soil/bentonite slurry wall given 
the contaminants present (especially high pH) . 

Brownfield Development Model 

2. The criteria that will be used to determine the need for 
point source removal outside the Tar Tank Area SWMUs need to 
be described. 

3. Source removal of contaminants other than liquid coal tar 
may be needed. This may especially be true of contaminated 
areas that will remain outside the slurry wall. 

4. The statement that "some soils may be consolidated on-site" 
needs additional explanation. Does this statement mean that 
some impacted soils may be consolidated on-site and capped 
for final disposal? 

5. The vapor barrier system that will be installed beneath 
occupied buildings at the cogeneration plant needs to be 
described. In addition, will any of the occupied buildings 
from other development at the site require a vapor barrier 
system? 

6. The HDPE "polywall" needs to be described in more detail 
including: 
• Construction details and specifications; 
• Compatibility of the materials with exposure to 

contaminants (especially high pH) ; 
• Location of the slurry wall and the criteria used to 

determine the location; 
Compatibility with future development at the site,v and 

• Monitoring system to assess hydraulic containment. 

7. Additional investigation is needed to determine the location 
and number of product recovery wells to insure hydraulic 
containment of the site. In addition, a system of 
monitoring wells should be developed to monitor the 
effectiveness of the "polywall" groundwater collection 
system. 



8. The storage and treatment/disposal system that will be used 
for recovered product and groundwater should be described. 

9. Additional remedial measures such as source removal or 
hydraulic containment may be required to address 
contamination outside the ^^polywall", and contaminated 
sediments within the Detroit and Rouge Rivers. 

10. 
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REDEVELOPMENT PLAN 

FOR THE 
FORMER DETROIT COKE CORPORATION FAdLTTY 

DETROIT, MICHIGAN 
APRIL 12,1999 

imilim UCTIQN 

The former Detroit Coke Corporation (DCC) site represents a premier 
opportimity for the City of Detroit to make a significant impact on sustainable 
development in the metropolitan area. This 80-acre property, located at the 
confluence of the Detroit River and River Rouge, less than four miles southwest 
of downtown Detroit, has been selected for construction of a new cogeneration 
and glass aggregate plant and the location of three cement companies. The 
cement plants currently occupy land on the Detroit River northeast of the city 
center that is needed for other redevelopment projects. 

Successful redevelopment of the former DCC facility provides key benefits to the 
City of Detroit, and positively impacts a number of stakeholders. The city 
benefits tiirough additional investment, jobs and tax revenue. The companies 
involved in the project - Wisvest, Minergy, LaFarge, Southdown, Holnam, and 
AlliedSignal - all have a vested interest in the success of business in Detroit. 
Redevelopment of the site will re-utilize a Brownfield site in lieu of Greenfield 
property, protect human health and the environment, and increase 
environmental quality in the Cit>' and State. 

The purpose of tills Redevelopment Plan is to; 

1. Describe the project and its importance to achieving sustainable development 
in Detroit; 

2. Present the economic and environmental benefits associated with a 
construction project of this magnitude; and 

3. Provide a logical risk-based approach to redevelopment of this former 
industrial site. 

The City of Detroit's goal is to provide the Michigan Department of 
Environmental Quality (MDEQ) and the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (U.S. EPA) with a clear understanding of the project so we can work in 
partnership to achieve redevelopment of the site in an efficient and 
environinentally safe manner. 
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REDEVELOPMENT OF THE SITE 

Like many former industrial sites, multiple parties must cooperate to facilitate 
successful redevelopment. This project brings together the current site owner, 
the City of Detroit, a current non-industrial tenant on part of the site, and five 
operations that can be developed simultaneously- The U-S, EPA and state 
regulatory agencies have taken leadership roles in encouraging redevelopment 
of Brownfield properties to preserve and rebuild industrial centers. The 
objectives of this plan are to promote redevelopment and manage site impacts in 
a manner that is protective of human health and the environment. This can be 
accomplished efficiently and cost effectively by creating a redevelopment model 
that addresses the real risks posed by environmental concerns through a 
combination of interim remedial measures, new construction capping, and 
institutional controls. 

The MDEQ has supported Brownfield redevelopment in Michigan through the 
enactment of Part 201 of the State's Environmental Code. Under Part 201, 
prospective purchasers of the Browrxfield property are protected, and innovative 
clean-up strategies can be employed to facilitate redevelopment. This site is 
ideally suited for redevelopment following Part 201 procedures. The site is 
located in an industrialized area of southwest Detroit on the Detroit River and 
the River Rouge, with access to multiple transportation routes. The property is 
large, approximately 80 acres In size, and most of the structures have been 
removed. Investigation of soil and ground water has been performed, and a 
perimeter ground water monitoring network is in place. 

Key to the site redevelopment model is the conceptual layout of five new 
industries at the site (Figure 1). The construction of a cogeneration and glass 
aggregate plant and three cement handling facilities provides protective cover 
across the site through the use of buildings, concrete roadways, asphalt parking 
lots, and aggregate storage areas. Protection of groundwater is also addressed 
through new construction, along with the proposed barrier and recovery system, 
perimeter monitoring, and institutional controls. Other remedial measures, 
described in the following sections, complete the model for site redevelopment. 

BROWNFIELD DEVELOPALENTMODEL 

The redevelopment model created by Environmental Resources Management 
(ERM) for the site incorporates proven and accepted technologies. A brief 
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% summary of the steps included in the model are provided below. The location of 
specific remedial measures are shown on Figures 2 and 3. 

• Remove tar from the three existing aboveground tanks at the site (Tar Tank 
Area SWMUs). The tar will be transported off site for recycling or disposal at 
an approved facility. The tanks and any remaining rail lines will be removed 
and scrapped for steel recycling. 

Remove stockpiled coke and steel recycling materials from the site. Demolish 
any remaining buildings and dispose of trash and construction debris off site 
at an approved landfill. 

Excavate and remove liquid coal tar in the Tar Tank Area SWMUs for 
recycling. Liqviid coal tar will be removed from the Tar Tank Area (SWMU 
11), the Trench Area (SWMU 12) and the Tar Pump House (SWMU 13) untU 
the underlying fill material is encountered, or the water table is reached. 
Excavation will not proceed below the water table; any impacts in the 
saturated zone will be managed as part of the groimd water program. 

Conduct point source removal, if necessary, of liquid coal tar in soils in areas 
outside the Tar Tank Area SWMUs. The need for point source removal will 
be based on historical data, investigative information, and the distribution of 
cap material planned during new construction. Some soils may be 
consolidated on-site, depending on chemical concentrations, cap materials, 
and clean-up objectives. The only area where liquid coal tar in soils is 
currently expected to be removed outside of the Tar Tank Area SWMUs is in 
the vicinity of Test Pit 1. Removal of liqui-d products In the saturated zone 
will be assessed as part of the ground water program. 

Backfill the Tar Tank Area SWMUs and grade the entire property using 
stockpiled fill materials on site and additional off-site clean fiU as needed to 
promote storm water drainage and deter infiltration, A geotextile membrane 
or coarse gravel will be emplaced before any clean fill to provide a 
demarcatiort zone between the cleair fill and underlying soil for future 
workers at the site. In addition, a vapor barrier system will be installed 
beneath occupied buildings at the cogerteration plant to control indoor air 
quality. 

Install a continuous HDPE "poly wall" slurry wall system over an estimated 
3,500-foot length of the property downgradient of the Tar Tank Area SWMUs 
and the By-Products Contaurment Area SWMUs. The wall will consist of a 
HDPE sheet surrounded on both sides by slurried bentonite and soil fill. The 
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% base of the polywall will be keyed into the first confining clay layer at an 
approximate depth of 15 feet. The purpose of the wall will be to control 
lateral migration of impacted ground water. A similar polywall may be 
installed along 2,000 feet of the northwest property line to restrict ground 
water flow onto the site from upgradient sources. The decision to add a 
polywaU along the northwest property line will be based on hydraulic 
conditions and potential ground water recovery operations at the site. 

Install seven liquid product recovery wells downgradient of the Tar Tank A 
Area SWMUs and the By-Products Recovery Area SWMUs. These wells will ^ 
be installed to an estimated depth of 15 feet (top of the first confining clay 
layer) and be screened to intercept DNAPL and LNAPL. The wells will be 
manifolded to a common piping system for delivery of recovered liquid 
products to the on site deep wells for underground injection. Hie number 
and location of wells will be based on hydraulic conditions at the site and 
potential recovery rates of DNAPL and LNAPL. 

Evaluate existing monitoring wells for use as a perimeter monitoring 
network. These wells will be selected based on their proximity to the borders 
of the property and screened intervals. Monitoring will be performed on a 
quarterly basis for a three-year period, after which time the frequency and 
location of monitoring will be re-evaluated. 

Ground water monitoring will be conducted to assess the composition and 
distribution of constituents in the subsurface, the potential for dissolved or 
dispersed compounds to migrate beyond the margins of the property, and the 
rate of movement or degradation of compounds of concern. Based on the 
results of monitoring, the need for and types of other remedial measures 
necessary to mitigate ground water contamination will be determined. 

Maintain the two deep injection wells in compliance with their RCRA permits 
only for potential use in ground water remediation or for disposal of storm 
water runoff from the site. In the event the wells are not used for these 
purposes, they will be plugged and abandoned in accordance with permit 
requirements. The injection wells will not be used for any other purposes. 

Utilize concrete, asphalt, gravel, graded fill, and landscaping associated with 
construction as capping materials for the site. Placement of these materials 
will serve as barriers to infiltration and will eliminate the direct exposure risk 
to impacted soils that remain in place. 
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Install a city ring road aroijnd the property with curbs, gutters, and storm 
water drains. The drains will be connected to the city BSI interceptor located 
on Jefferson Avenue which disdiarges to the City's WWTP. Storm water 
nmoff will not be allowed to discharge to the Detroit Hiver or River Rouge. If 
required, a retention basin will be constructed to restrict the rate of flow of 
storm water to the WWTP. 

Drive steel foundation piles to bedrock and hard clay at an estimated depth of 
90 to 100 feet for the foundation of the cogeneration plan. The clay layer will 
provide a barrier against any potential vertical migration of the site impacts. 

Develop institutional controls and deed restrictions that apply to future use of 
the property. These include elements such as fencing, controlled access gates, 
building restrictions for impacted areas, restrictive covenants, and health & 
safety plans for construction employees that may work at the site. 

ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS OF REDEVELOPMENT 

The action items listed above are aimed at addressing site conditions in a manner 
that is protective of human health and the environment. The benefits from these 
actions have a direct Impact on the soil, waste materials, and ground water. 

Removal of stored tar wastes and residual tar in soils eliminates potential source 
material from the site, and the use of capping through redevelopment reduces 
the potential for exposure and ground water impact. These activities specifically 
address on-site risks from direct contact and limit the potential for transfer of 
potential risks from impacted materials to an off-site location. An additional 
benefit is minimizing the disturbance of other on-site materials that are old and 
degraded, which also reduces potential adverse affects to workers on the 
property and neighboring businesses. 

Grotmd water management is a key to any successful Brownfield redevelopment 
program. At the former DCC facili fcy, ground water is as shallow as two feet 
below surface, and slopes in an easterly direction towards the Detroit River and 
River Rouge. Pill material at the site extends to an average depth of ten feet 
below surface, which is in turn underlain across a large part of the site by a layer 
of natural clay. Use of the shallow ground water is restricted by local 
regulations, therefore, little (if any) risk exists from future exposure to ground 
water. Based on these facts, ground water at the site is best managed using the 
proposed barrier and recovery system and perimeter monitoring in conjunction 

, with institutional controls restricting ground water usage. 
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PROTECT DELIVERA BIFS 

Completion of the redevelopment project requires acceptance and assurance 
from regulatory agencies for the work performed. The following agreements 
need to be in place before the project can move forward. 

• U.S. EPA agrees that MDEQ's Environmental Response Division will have 
jurisdiction over site clean-up and that Pait 201 standards can be applied as 
necessary. 

• MDEQ, in turn, agrees that Part 201 standards apply, and that the site will be 
regulated under the Michigan Part 201 program. 

U.S. EPA and MDEQ agree that the deep injection wells will continue to be 
addressed by AlliedSignai through the Federal RCRA program. U.S. EPA 
agrees to issue to the City of Detroit (and the developers) a letter confirming 
that it will look only to AlliedSignai, and not to the developers, to address 
any potential liabilities or responsibilities at the site relating to its regulation 
under this Federal RCRA program. 

MDEQ needs to demonstrate their acceptance of the proposed redevelopment 
plan in principle, with the goal of approving a more detailed redevelopment 
plan as soon as the final rotmd of investigative information can be 
incorporated into the existing database, 

MDEQ agrees to apply reasonable and appropriate clean-up criteria for soil 
and ground water at the site, in light of the redevelopment model and 
surrounding conditions. 

MDEQ and the State of Michigan agree to enter into a covenant not to sue the 
City of Detroit and the developers for existing environmental conditions at 
the site in recognition of redevelopment of the property, so long as they 
comply with any applicable engineering and .institutional controls. 

ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS 

Based on the proposed redevelopment activities in this plan, the following 
economic and environmental benefits will be achieved. 
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Redevelopment of the former DCC site is a WTN-WIN-WIN situation - a 
former industrial property is re-utilized, Greenfield property is preserved, 
and human health and the environment are protected-

Risk-based clean-up objectives are tied directly to new construction, which 
helps to minimize the amount of subsurface materials disturbed and 
expedites project completion. 

Environmental compliance is achieved efficiently and effectively, compared 
to a more protracted investigation/evaluation/negotiation process to reach 
compliance without a planned future use scenario in hand. 

Ground water is addressed concurrently with redevelopment through 
installation of the barrier and recovery system, perimeter monitoring, 
degradation,''migTation tracking, and institutional controls. 

Impacts from past practices are primarily addressed on site rather than 
transferring the potential risks associated with impacted material to off site 
locations. 

Future workers at the site are protected through the use of institutional 
controls, protective barriers, and site health & safety plans. 
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Via Federal Express 
Mr. Andy Hogarth 
State of Michigan 
Department of Environmental Quality 
Environmental Response Division 
300 S. Washington Avenue 
Lansing, Michigan 48933 

Re: Waterfront Reclamation and Casino Project 
Cost Estimates and Analysis - Former Detroit Coke Site 

Dear Mr. Hogarth: 

1 have enclosed a copy of draft letter report and supplemental draft report prepared by Roy 
F. Weston regarding the above-captioned matter. If you have any questions, please call me. 

Very truly yours, 

FINK ZAUSMER, P.C. 

Alan D. Wasserman 
rs 
Enclosures 
cc; Sarah D. Lile, Esq. 

Avery K. Williams, Esq. 

ATTORNEYS COUNSLLGliS 



28 July 1998 

Mr. Ramesh Pate! 
City of Detroit 
Planning and Development Department 
65 Cadillac Square. Suite 1602 
Detroit, Michigan 48226 

Re: Waterfront Reclamation and Casino Project Work Order No.: 02257-300-004 
WESTON Contract No.: 78482 
Cost Estimates and Analysis - Former Detroit Coke Site 

Dear Mr. Patel: 

Roy F. Weston, Inc. (WESTONj) has prepared this letter repon describing our analysis and cost 
estimate for the remediation and potential redevelopment of the former Detroit Coke site. This 
work was completed for the City of Detroit (City) Planning and Development Department (PDD) 
in accordance with our proposal dated 10 July 1998 and pursuant to Section 3.02 of the above-
referenced contract >\'ESTON has prepared this lener report based on the specific request that the 
feasibility and cost to obtain an unrestricted site closure for both the Northern and Southern 
Portions of the site be evaluated. As described hereirt it is apparent that the anainment of an 
unrestricted site closure at the Northern Portion of the site may not be a realistic objective due to the 
magnimde and extent of site contaminants. This letter report describes the required remedial 
actions that would be necessarv for the unrestricted site closure: however, it is likelv that a 
restricted or limited closure would be more readily obtained for the Northern Portion of the site. 

This letter report is organized into four main sections: 

• The technical approach used to conduct the cost estimating and analysis tasks. 

• A description of ^^E!STON•s analysis of the site and a presentation of the candidate 
remedial strategy, including the anticipated project schedule. 

• .4 cost estimate to implement the remedial strategy. 

• A description of WESTON "s analysis of a Comprehensive Response Compensation and 
Liabilit\' .4ct (CERCL.A.) closure. 

TECHNIC.4L .^PPRG.ACH 

WESTON conducted the following activities during the project; 

• WESTON obtained from the Cit\- a copy of all available repons for the site. 

• WESTON conducted a detailed review of all available reports pertaining to the 
environmental condition of the propert>-. 
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• Based upon the reports review and City requests. WESTON determined the most 
feasible, e.xpeditious. and cost-effective remedial strategy to achieve a Michigan 
Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ)-approved Generic Industrial Closure 
(unrestricted) under Part 201 with respect to (a) the Northern Portion of the site and (b) 
the Southern Portion of the site in a manner which would permit construction of one or 
more industrial structures. 

WESTON identified the site preparation, characterization, and remedial activities 
required to implement the proposed remedial action. 

WESTON developed a conceptual remedial action/site closure schedule. 

WESTON developed the engineer's estimates (with detailed breakdown of costs and all 
assumptions) to achieve a site closure. These estimates include all costs, fees, and 
expenses of whatever kind necessary to achieve a closure, and are accurate to within -;-\-
10%. The estimates also include separate costs for closing the two deep injection wells. 

• WESTON evaluated the applicability and admirustration of potential CERCLA and 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) closure scenarios. 

ANALYSIS AND REMEDIAL STRATEGY 

Generic Industrial Closure Requirements 

To obtain a MDEQ-Generic Industrial Closure the following criteria must be achieved: 

- Meet Industrial Direct Contact Criteria (IDCC) for soil and groundwater. 

- Meet Industrial Indoor Inhalation Criteria (lUC) for soil and groundwater. 

- Meet Industrial Groundwater-Surface Water Interface Criteria (IGSIC) for 
groundwater near the rivers. IGSIC for soils are not applicable at the site because 
in-sim groundwater data is available. 

- Remediate free product areas. 

Kev File Review Findings 

During the file review WESTON identified several key findings regarding soil and 
groundwater conditions at the site. In summary, site soils are impacted with metals that exceed 
IDCC, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) that exceed IDCC, and benzene that 
exceeds the IIIC. In addition, free product was observed in soils at numerous sampling 
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locations. Site groundwater contains volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile 
organic compounds (SVOCs), and metals that exceed IGSIC. SVOCs also exceed IDCC for 
groundwater. In addition, free product was observed in six of the on-site monitoring wells. 
Also of note, two underground storage tanks (USTs) reportedly remain beneath the Northern 
Portion of the site, consisting of one 1,000-gallon gasoline UST and one 12,000-gallon diesel 
fuel UST. 

-
In.accordance with a City request, a boundary between the Northern and Southern Portions of 
the site was determined in part based on an interpretation of the aerial extent of significant soil 
and groundwater contaminants (Figure 1). WESTON evaluated existing soil and groundwater 
data and delineated a Southern Portion that could most easily be granted a MDEQ-Generic 
Industrial Closure (unrestricted). The resulting Northern Portion of the site therefore is 
comprised of the most environmentally impaired areas. The uppermost soil beneath Northern 
Portion of the site (consisting entirely of granular fill averaging 11 feet thick) contains material 
with nearly ubiquitous MDEQ health-based cleanup criteria exceedances and widespread 
petroleum-samrated conditions. 

Following a review of the available information for the site, WESTON developed the 
following strategy for use in obtaining MDEQ-Generic Industrial Closures (unrestricted) for 
the Northern and Southern Portions of the former Detroit Coke site. 

Northern Portion 

Site Preparation and Characterization 

To best facilitate the management of site remediation activities, the initial project activiiy on the 
Northem Portion of the site should be to restrict access to all non-approved personnel and to 
initiate the removal of all commercial commodities (i.e.. salt piles, gravel piles, slag piles, etc) 
from the site. WESTON also recommends that a meeting be held between the City and the 
MDEQ to discuss the proposed Remedial Strategy and to obtain their concurrence on the 
Strategy. 

MDEQ and private parties have completed an extensive characterization of the surface and 
subsurface soil and ground water at the Northern Portion of the site. Therefore. 'WESTON 
recommends only the limited site characterization activities described below. 

,A. comprehensive inventorv' of all potential waste material present on the Northern Portion of the 
property should be compiled (waste material in two 1.000.000 gallon aboveground storage tanks 
[ASTs], waste tar obser\'ed on the surface, water and oil observed in diked areas and vaults, etc). 
Sampling and characterization of the identified material should also be conducted. Following 
completion of the waste material characterization activities. WESTON recommends that the 
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material be removed and disposed of. This activity includes the preparation of biddable 
specifications for material removal, the solicitation of bids from removal contractors, and the 
performance of management and oversight tasks during all removal activities. 

The two USTs that have been tentatively identified at the Northern Portion of the site should be 
emptied and removed in accordance with MDEQ-Storage Tank Division (STD) guidelines. 
WESTON understands that Due Care Obligations of the current landowner (Aljied Chemical) 
may be impetus for the private party to properly address the USTs. 

Following the completion of these activities, a Remedial Action Plan (RAP) for the site should 
be prepared and submitted to the MDEQ for approval. The RAP should include a summary of all 
investigative and characterization activities completed to date and should present a focused 
feasibility smdy (EPS) for the impacted soil and groundwater. 

* 
Site Remediation 

Following approval of the RAP by the MDEQ, it is anticipated that the following remediation 
activities would be required; 

Due to the nearly ubiquitous presence of fill material exhibiting MDEQ-Generic Industrial 
Criteria exceedances across the Northern Ponion of the site, the attainment of an expeditious 
unrestricted site closure requires the excavation and disposal of nearly the entire volume of fill. 
In addition, the lower portions of the fill are beneath the water table, with portions containing 
significant levels of dissolved and free phase contaminants. 

For site plaiming purposes it is assumed that the waste soil and groundwater could be disposed as 
non-hazardous material. Soil would be placed into a Type II landfill. Recovered groundwater-
would either be treated on-site using applicable methods such as carbon adsorption and 
discharged to the river, or would be injected untreated into the two existing deep injection wells. 

All surface features at the Northem Portion of the site would require removal prior to the site 
excavation effort. These feamres include ASTs. buildings, concrete dikes and foundations, and 
piles of slag. coal, gravel, and salt. 

Replacement of the removed fill material would be preceded by some clean closure soil 
verification sampling. Due to the water table conditions however, there would not be extensive 
vadose zone soil available for sampling beneath the excavation. Soil samples would require full 
anaUiical scans of volatile organic compounds (VOCs). semi-volatile organic compounds 
(SVOCs). and metals. .A new monitoring well network would be installed consisting of at least 
six nested locations, with each nest comprised of one 10-foot well and one 30-foot well. Well 
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sample results (VOCs. SVOCs, and dissolved metals) would be used in part to determine the 
effectiveness of the soil remediation effort and to monitor the expected decrease in groundwater 
contaminant levels following source removals. 

For planning purposes it is also assumed that some groimdwater free product areas will remain 
that will require localized product recovery efforts. 

Following completion of the on-site remedial activities a clostire report would be prepared and 
submitted to the MDEQ. 

The schedule provided in Attachment A identifies the activities that would need to be conducted 
on the Northern Portion of the site and presents the timing of the various tasks. 

Injection Well Closure 

Should the City determine that the two deep injection wells should be closed, the description of 
well abandonment methods, costs, and schedules presented in the March 1996 Petrotek UIC 
Permit. Re-Application can be used to estimate the scope of work. The detailed well plugging 
and abandonment methodology presented by Petrotek is not restated herein, but the prescribed 
closure plan should be adequate for City planning purposes. 

Southern Portion 

Site Preparation and Characterization 

To best facilitate the management of site remediation activities, the initial project activity on the 
Southern Portion of the site should be to restrict access to all non-approved personnel and to 
initiate the removal of all commercial commodities (i.e., salt piles, gravel piles, slag piles, etc) 
from the site. WESTON also recommends that a meeting be held between the City and the 
MDEQ to discuss the proposed Remedial Strategy and to obtain their concurrence on the 
Strategy (especially regarding the desired mixing zone determinations). 

MDEQ and private parties have conducted extensive characterization of the surface and 
subsurface soil and ground water on the Southern Portion of the site. 

It is likely that additional monitoring wells will be required by the MDEQ along the river as part 
of the mixing zone determination. For planning purposes WESTON assumes that three 
additional well nests will be installed, with one shallow well (10-foot) and one deep well (30-
foot) comprising each nest. Well samples would be analyzed for VOCs. SVOCs. and dissolved 
metals. 
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A RAP for the site should be prepared and submitted to the MDEQ for approval. The R.AP 
would include a summary of all investigative and characterization activities completed to date 
and would present a FFS for the impacted soil and groundwater. The RAP should describe the 
foflowing limited characterization activities: 

;• The rationale for calculating an average lead concentration of all vadose zone soil 
samples collected from the fill on the entire site (exposure unit). Using the 95% 
upper confidence limit (UCL) calculated average, it is highly likely that the lead 
concentration of 1,700 parts per million (ppm) detected in sampling location SB-89 
will be allowed to remain without requiring remediation activities. 

• The rationale for disallowing the benzene concentration (9.000 micrograms per 
kilogram [ug/kg]) in sampling location SB-42 (8-10') that exceeds the IIIC of 8,400 
ug/kg. This sample concentration should be disallowed since the soil sample was 
collected from the saturated zone. A groundwater sample collected at the same 
location MW-104 did not indicate detectable levels of benzene. 

. • The rationale for pursuing a mixing zone determination to eliminate the IGSIC 
exceedances in monitoring wells along the Detroit River. Initial calculations indicate 
that levels of contaminants detected on site in the monitoring wells near the river are 
less than 20X the IGSIC. However, mixing zone determinations are decided on a 
site-specific basis so initial discussions should be made before R.A.P preparation 
begins. 

Site Remediation 

Following approval of the R.A.P by the MDEQ, it is anticipated that the following remediation 
activities would be required: 

Excavation and disposal of limited areas in the Southern Ponion of the site including the 
following; 

- Soil Boring Location SB-37 - limited excavation and disposal of obsen-ed surficial 
oil to a depth of visually clean 

Soil Boring Location SB-30 - limited excavation and disposal of soil to groundwater 
depth. Verification sampling of soil for benzene analysis to determine if IIIC has 
been met, and sampling of groundwater for benzene analysis to determine if IIIC in 
groundwater has been exceeded. 
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Soil Boring Location SB-202 - limited excavation and disposal of soil to groundwater 
depth. Verification sampling for PAH analysis to determine if IDC has been met. 

Following completion of the on-site remedial activities a closure report would be prepared and 
submitted to the MDEQ. 

The schedule provided in Attachment A identifies the activities that would need, to be conducted 
on the Southern Portion of the site and presents the timing of the various tasks. 

COST ESTIMATE 

The following summarizes the cost estimates developed by WESTON to implement the descried 
remedial strategies. Assumptions and details on which these cost estimates are based are 
presented in Attachment B. 

Northern Portion 

MDEQ Meetings S2,000 
Inventory and Characterization of On-site Waste Material $53,500 
Preparation of Specifications for Waste Material Disposal $ 11,400 
Waste Material Disposal $5,000,000 
UST Closure $33,450 
Monitoring Wells-Install and Sample (4 quarters) $73,080 
RAP Preparation $16,400 
Soil Remediation $53,059,500 
Groundwater Remediation - Year I $291,900 
Groundwater Remediation - Year 2 $79,400 
Closure Repon Preparation ..$6,400 
Injection Well Closure $62,200 

TOTAL $58,689,230 
Southern Portion 

MDEQ Meetings $2,000 
Monitoring Wells-Install and Sample $26,060 
RAP Preparation $16,400 
Soil Remediation $4,050 
Closure Report Preparation $6,400 

TOTAL $54,910 
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CERCLA CLOSURE 

At the present time the former Detroit Coke site is not identified on the National Priorities List 
(NPL) as a site under CERCLA. The site is listed on the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response Compensation and Liability Information System (CERCLIS), as a NFRAP site 
indicating that No Further Remedial Action is Pending fi-om the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (U.S. EPA), although state cleanup programs may require additional investigation and 
remediation. Therefore, it is not likely that any additional costs would be incurred to achieve a 
CERCLA closure. It is very important to note that the site is still active under the under the 
RCRA Corrective Action Program and may still be subject to federal RCRA regulations even if 
the site is remediated imder a state cleanup program. Discussions with the U.S. EPA 
Underground Injection Branch (UIB) along with additional research into this scenario is 
warranted prior to implementing any cleanup activities. 

Should you have any questions or require additional information regarding this project, please 
feel free to contact Sally Bartz or Jeff Binkley at (313) 567-4000 . 

Very truly yours, 

ROY F. WESTON. INC. 

Sally Bartz 
Principal Project Manager 

Jeffrey S. Binkley 
Program Manager 

.Attachments 
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us I UEMOVAL COS 1 KSI IMATliT 

UOI^^ESTON, INC. 
7/28/98 

Assiiiiiplioiis: 
Hie US I s lire iu)l covered willi a concrete slab. 

l ank and alt associated piping will be cleaned, removed, trasported and disposed of off-site. 
Hie US'fs are 100% full of product. 

Hie IJS'l's will require off-site transportation and disposal of soil. 
Hie US'fs backfilling will require off-site till material. 

(iroundwaler will not be encountered and that the US'fs removal will not require any excavation de-watering activities. 
Hie removal of the US'fs will not require working around any underground utilities. 

8. ranks were leaking and verillcation of soil remediation samples are required to confirm clean excavation. Site wide soil excavation may 
elimiiiale the excavation and sampling effort. 

I2,()()() gallon fuel Oil US'f 

l lxcavate, Iransporl and dispose of soil: 

Mackllll: 

Noii-lia/.aidous li(|uids: 

Samples analy/.ed for I'AI I/UTIZX/'I'MU - Standard furnaround l ime 

Oversight 
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3.SO cubic yard(s) 
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20 hottr(s) 

$20.00 /cy 
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$4,200.00 

$10,004.00 
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$25,704.00 
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KO 

l(^L COS I KSI IMATIi 
ESTON, INC 

7/28/<)8 

Assiiiiiptioiis: 
1. I hc US Is iiie iiol CDvcicd with ;i coiicrele slab. 
2. Tank anil all assucialeil piping will be cleaneil, reinuved, Irasporled and disposed orulT-silc. 
3. I he US I s are 100% full orprodiicl. 
•I. I he US Is will reipiire olT-site transportation and disposal ofsoil. 
3. I he US I s baeklllling will require olT-site fill material. 
6. (iroimdwater will not be encountered and that the US I s removal will not require any excavation de-watering activities. 
7. t he removal ol'the US I s will not require working around any underground utilities. 
8. I auks were leaking and verillcation ofsoil remediation samples are required to conlirm clean excavation. Site wide soil excavation may 

eliminate the excavation and sampling effort. 

1,000 gallon Gasoline US'f 

Excavate, transport and dispose ofsoil: 
Hacklill: 
I la/ardous liquids: 

Samples analyzed for If I i;X and Lead - Standard fumaround Time 
Uversight 

Total 

92 cubic yard(s) 
97 cubic yard(s) 

1,100 gallon(s) 
18 sample(s) 
20 hour(s) 

$20.00 /cy 
$l2.00/cy 
SI.72/gallon 

$75.00 /sample 
$75 /hour 

$l,8d0.00 
$1,164.00 
$1,892.00 
$1,350.00 
$1,500.00 

$7,746.00 
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Ciisl Kstiiiialv* 

Kxcavaliuii/OIT-silc Noii-llaxardiiiis DUIMISUI 

iMirnivr Dclroll Oikv Site -Nitrllifrii I'ordiiii 

Di-lruil Mli'lilKaii 

ni'MOl' WOKK COS T ICSTIMATKS COMMICNTS 

Qiiaiilily Unit lliill I'riee Cost Siihlnlal 

•sn I; (•( )N.sruii('ri( )N CO.SIS. 

MOHII.IZAIION 1 r.siiiiiaie J.S.OOO $5,000 (Ivertiglil iKisiiiinel, eseavailiin iicistiniirl iiiul eiiiiipiiieni 

Siilitolal $5,00(1 

I II I.SOII.KIiMOVAl, liieliiiles cxeiiviiliiin, iiaiispiiil, uiiil ilispiisiil 

Soil rAiavalliiii yVH.dlM) CY .1i4 $.V» 12,00(1 Assiiiiies nil iiverage cxeiivtiliuii ilepili ul 11 led. 

Wasle C'haiaeleti/aliiiii Analysis '1 Tesi .t.SOO $2,000 

Siiil riaiis|Hiil il Dispiisal 1,271,411(1 CY J20 $25,42K,(K1(1 leslinialc. Assiiiiiiiig mm- (iiiZiiitliMis ilisihisal/lliilkiiig iil lilM 

llaeklill Maletial.s l,(17.S,K(l(l CY •till $I(1.7.S«,0(1(1 Assmiies I(1'7 hulking. 

IhiLkhlliiig/Oiadiiig l.(175,miH CY .^2 $2,151,(1(10 IhiLkhlliiig/Oiadiiig 

Snhmial $42,251,600 

(•( INI'IKMAHON riiSTINCI 

I'liiKi .Sample Analysis 10 Sample l.SOO $5,0(M1 Inieiiiinicii'il waler lalilo ilcerciues sainptc \iiliiiiio. 

Sitlewall Sample Analysis 20 Sample $.10(1 $10,(100 Assuiniiig slumlaiil lurnaniunU. Sitlewall Sample Analysis 

SiihlDlul 

Sample 

$15,000 

SIII'I'OUTC-OSTS 

HNOINI-.I'KINO 

I'Kijeel lingineer 160 llnur $75 $I2,(1(H1 

I'lojeel Manager HO llmir $10(1 $K,0(1(1 I'lojeel Manager 

Suhlolal $20,000 

fONTKACIOK IMtOCUKIiMl'NTlS) 1 Bslimale $5,0(1(1 $5,000 ALi|uiring apprnpriala CKeuviiiinn aint ilis|Hi.sa( siiheuiiuav-liiis 

Siihlolal $5,000 

CONSTIUIcnON MANACIliMliN I' Aksiiining .5(1 weeks iil'eaeuvaliiiii ueliviiies 

lingineering/Oveisiglil 2S(10 II mil .$611 .$I.5(U1(10 lisiavulinii aiul disposal aelivilies diieelion and oveisighi 

llealllraritl Salely Mnnilnring 1. Bslimale $ 1,000 $1,000 llealili and .Salely I'laii piepaialioii and iiiiHiiKiiiiig eipiipiiieiii 

Snhlotal $151,000 

suit TO I'AI.: (Capilal/fmisliueliiin) $42,447,600 

rONTINOIlNCY (2y;i.) $10,611,>70(1 

rol AI. CAI'I I AI. COST Wi n 1 TON riNCil-NCY $5.I,(I5'7,500 

' Tipial lisliiii.ilcil Ctisl has a ^/- KW' aciiiracy range. 

(«M\cosr xia 
P«g6 1 ot 1 

7/^a^l) 



Cost KsllniHlc* 

lU'i'iivi-i'vd Croiindwulrr rruiii Siiil iCxcavalliiii 

Kiiriner t>i-lroU Cuke Site -Nurdicrii I'ltrlloii 

DelriiU Mlililguii 

ITHMOI'WOUK COS r ICSTTMA TKS trOMMUNCS 

(jiiuiillly (lull (lull I'l-lee Ciiii Siilitolul 
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4 August 1998 

Mr. Rumesh Patel 
City of Detroit 
Planning and Development Dcpannjeni 
65 Cadillac Square. Suite 1602 
Detroit, Michigan 48226 

Re: Waterfront Reclamation and Casino Project : Work Order No.: 0225 
WESTON Contract iNo.; 78482 

.Additional Cost Estiniate.s and Analysis - Former Detroit Coke Site 
i 

Dear Mr. Patel: 

Roy F. Weston, inc. (WESTON®) has prepared this letter report describing our additional analy.si.s 
and cost estimate for the retnediadon and potential redevelopment of the former Detroit Coke .site. 
Thi.s work was completed for the City of Detroit (City) Planning and Development Department 
(FDD) in accordance with our propos^ dated 3 August 1998 and pursuant to Section 3.02 of the 
above-referenced contract. Our oriciiial submittal of 28 July 1998 described the requirements to 
achieve unrestricted site cio.sures for the Northern and Southern Porlion-s nf the site. This letter 
report describes the more realistic reraedial actions available to achieve a Michigan Department of 
Environmental (Quality (MDEQ) Restricted Industrial site closurc(s). 

This letter report is organized into four main sections: ; 

• The technical approach u.sed to conduct the cost estimating and analysis tasks. 

• A description of WESTON'analysis of the site and a presentation of the candidate 
remedial strategies, including the anticipated project .scheduie.s. 

• Additional options regarding site paititioning. 

• Cost estimates to implement the remedial strategics. 

TECHNIC,\L APPROACH 

WESTON conducted the following activities during the project; 

• "WESTON continued to review of all available reports pertaining to tlie environinenial 
condition of the propeny. 

• Based upon the renors review, WTISTGN identified several remedial strategies to 
achieve a MDEQ Re.strictcd Indusuia] Clo.sure under Part 201 with respect to (a) (be 
Northern Portion of the tiie and ;b) the Southern Portion of the .site in a manner that, 
would permit consUnction of one or more indu.strial .structures. 

• WESTON identified the .site prepar<xtion, characterizntion, and remedial activitie.s 
required to implement the proposed remedial actions. 

PROJECTS\022.'-7.-'.()ll.(Hl.tU.SALYSI5LTri2 DOC 
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• WBSTON developed a conceptual remedial aciion/sitc closure schedule. 
• WESTON developed engineer's estinnates to achieve site closiure. 

ANALYSIS AND REMEDIAL STRATEGY 
: 

Generic fUnrestrictedl Industrial Closure Renuirements 

To obtain a MDEQ-Ceneric Industrial Closure the following criteria must be achieved; 

- Meet bidustrial Direct Contact Criteria (IDCCl for soil and groundwater. 

^ - Meet Industrial Indoor Inhalation Criteria (HA) and Industrial Ambient Air Inhalation 
Criteria (lAA) for soil and groundwater. 

- Meet Industrial Groundwatcr-Surface Water Interface Criteria (IGSTC), or mixing 
zone requirements, for groundwater near the rivers. IGSIC for soils are not applicable 
ul the site because iii-.situ groundwater data is available. 

I 

- Remediate free product areas. 
{ 

Restricted Industrial Closure Requirements I 

To obtain aMDEQ-Restrictcd IndtLstrial Closure the following criteria mast he achieved; 

- Implement engineering controls to elixninatc contact with .soil and groundwater 
contaminated above IDCC. 

- Implement engineering control.s or remediate the site to eliminate exposure to vapors 
from soil and groundwater contaminated above Industrial Indoor and Ambient Air 
Inhalation Criteria (HA aitd TAA). 

- Meet IGSIC or mixing zone requirements for groundwater near tlie rivcm. IGSIC fur 
soils are not considered applicable at the site because In-situ groLUidwaier data is 
available. 

- Remediate free pruduc: are:is. 

?.RC!.TF.CTS\02257jOO.OO^'vAN'ALV.St.SLTT?2.nGC. 
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"Kev File Review Findings 

During the file review WESTON identified several key finding.s regarding soil and groundwater 
cfmdicions at the site. In .sumniary, site .soils are impacted with metals that exceed IDCC, semi-
volatile organic compound (SVOCs) that exceed IgCC, HA, and lAA, and benzene that exceeds 
the JIA and lAA. In addition, free product was observed in soils at numerous sampling locations. 

Site groundwater conUdns vojatilc organic compounds (VOC.s), SVOCs, and metals thai exceed 
IGSIC. SVOCs also exceed IDCC for groundwater. Tn addition, free product was observed in 
.six of the on-site monitoring wells. Tables 1 and 2 summarize organic detections that exceeded 
MDEQ inhalation criteria, 

i 

Also t)f note, two underground storage tanlc.s (USTs) reportedly remain beneath the Northern 
Portion of the site, consisting of one TOOO-gahon gasoline UST and one 12,000-gaiJoii diescl 
fuel UST. 

As de,scribed in WESTON'S letter dated 28 July 1998, a boundary between the Northern and 
Southern Portions of the .site wa.s detcrnuned in part based on an interpretation of the aerial 
extent of significani soil and groundwater contaminants (Figure i). WEvSTON evaluated existing 
soil and groundwater data and delineated a Southern Portion that could most easily be granted a 
MDEQ-Gencdc Industrial Closure (unrestricted). The resulting Northern Portion of the site 
therefore is compri.sed of the most environnientaily impaired area.s, and is the primary focu-s of 
this additional engineering analysis. 

The uppermost soil beneath the Northern Portion of the site (consisting entirely of granular till 
averaging 11 feet thick) contains maieriuJ with MDEQ health-based cleanup criteria exceedance.s 
and widespread pecrolcum-saturatcd condilions. WESTON delineated and mrroped the lateral 
extent of vudo.se zone soil that was identified in the 1998 Malcolm Pimie investigation report as 
containing noticeable free product (i.e. oil or tar-covered grains, or visible vi.scou.s liquid in the 
soil maixix). WESTON then iucreased the aeriai extent of the delineation to include those 
locations containing vado.se zone soil with VOC or SVOC levels above HA and TAA criteria. 
This increased the delineation only a minor ;axnQunt. Figure 2 shnw.s the resulting area uf 
significantly impacted vadosc zone .soil 

WESTON also delineated and mapped the lateral extent of saturated zone soil that wa.s identified 
in the 1998 Malcolm Pimie investigation report a.s containing noticeableffes product (i.e. oil or • - -
tar-covcrcd gmin.s, or visible viscous liquid in the soil matrix). WESTON dten increased the 
aerial extent of the dcUncation to include those location.s containing saturated zone .soil with 
VOC Of SVOC levels above ilA and lAA criteria. This increased the delineation only a mitior 
timount. Figure 3 shows the resulting area of signilicantly impacted .saturated zone .soil. 

?.1OJEC7.S-.022.'^7?00.CtSi\ANALV.SISLTii;.DGC 
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Groundwater analyiic-dl re-sults were compared to IGSIC criteria ncare.st the livei-s and ITA and 
LAA criteria across tlie entire site. Figure 4 shows the locations where groundwater VOC and 
SVOC levels exceed these criteria-

Follo^viTig the additional review of available information for the site, WESTON developed the 
following .strategy for use in obtaining MDEQ-Ihdustriai Closures for the Northern and Southern 
Portions of the former Detroit Coke site. 

Northern Portion 

Site Prenaration and Characterization 

.A.s de.strihed in out 28 July 1998 letter, access restriction.s should be placed on the proper^ to 
best facilitate the managctnent of site remediation activities. The initial project activity on ihe 
Northern Portion of the site .should be to restrict access to all non-approved personnel and to 
initiate the removal of all commercial commodities (Le., .salt piles, gravel piles, .slag piles, etc) 
from the sire. WESTON also recommends thai a meeting be held between the City and the 
MDEQ to discus.s the proposed Remedial Sltategy and to obtain their concurrence on the 
Strategy. 

A comprehensive inventory of all potential waste material present on the Northern Portion of the 
property .should be compiled (wai,ie material in two 1,000,000 gallon aboveground .storage tanks 
[ASTsJ, waste tar observed on the surface, water and oil observed in diked areas and vaults, etc). 
Sanipling iuid characterization of the identified material should al.so be conducted. Following 
completion of the waste material characterization activitie.s, "WESTON recommends that the 
material be removed and di.sposcd of. This activity includes the preparation of biddable 
specifications for material removal, the solicitation of bids from removal contractors, and the 
performance of management and oversight tasks during all removal activities. 

All surface fcaturc.s at the Northern Portion of the site would require removal prior to the site 
remediation effort. These features include ASTs, buiidmg.s. concrete dikes and foundations, and 
piles of slag, coal, gravel, and salt. 

The two USTs that have been tentatively identified at the Northern Poriion of the .site should be 
emptied and removed in accordance with MDEQ-Storage Tank Division (STD) guidelines. 
"WESTON understands tliat Due Care ObUgacions of ihe current landowner (Allied CbcujicaJ) 
may be impetus for the private party to properly addres.s the USTs. 

The rationale for pursuing a mixing zone determination is to eliTOinate the IGSIC exceedances in 
monitoring wells along the Rouge River, Initial calculations indicate that level,s of contamiiiancs 
detected on sire in the monitoring wells near the river are le.s.s than 20X the IGS3C. However, 
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mixing zone dctenninatioQS arc decided on a site-spccinc basis so initial discussions should be 
made before Remedial Action Plan iRAP) preparation begins. 

Following the corapletion of these activities, a RAP for the site should be prepared and .suhmitted 
to the MDEQ for approval. The RAP should include a summai^ of all investigative and 
characterization activities completed to date and should present a focused feasibility .study (FKS) 
for the impacted soil and groundwater. 

: 
Site Remediation 

FoJlowing approval of the RAP by the MDEQ, it is anticipated that the following remediation 
activities could be employed: 

* t 

Due to tlic widespread presence of fill material exhibiting DA and TAA exceedanccs, or 
containing free producr across the Northern Portion of the .site, .site closure rcquirc.s the 
remediation of nearly the entire volume of fid delineated in Figprc 2. This fill volume is 
^proximately 224,500 cubic yards, and is calculated using the ground surface to the top of the 
water table for thicltness. Note thai the lower portions of the fill are beneath the water table, with 
portions containing .significant levels of dissolved and free phase conrnminants. Thi.s .saturated 
zone would he dealt with as a groundwater concern. Figure 3 show.s the aerial extent of free 
prodaci in saturated zone soil.s. Figure 4 shows the aerial extent of groundwater contamination 
and free product. 

9 

For .site planning purposes three remediation alternatives arc evaluated herein. These include: 

Alternative 1) Selective iSoil Excavation with On-Site Thermal Treatment, Exposure Barrier 
Placement, Localized Groundwater/Frec Product Remediation, Groundwater Monitoring, 
and Land-Use Restrictions: 

This alternative includes the excavation and on-site treatment of the 224,500 cubic yards of 
significantly impacted vadosc zone soil iLsing a high teraperaturc theim^ treatment mobile 
facility. Sod would be excavated, staged, and prepared fur incineration. Assuming a feed rate 
of 1,000 cubic yards of soil per day, the soil remediation would require 10 months to 
complete. All treated soil would be placed back into the excavation. 

Following remediation it may be recommended (or required) to install vapor bairicr 
membranes aero.s.s iho.se ureas of the site exceeding volatiflzation/inhalatjon criteria. This 
decision could be made based on fiilurs land u.ses and building placements. 

As shown on Figure 2. free product is generally pi-cscuc at three location.s across the Northern 
Portion (including the PZ-4-S/4D well). Remediation of the free product would be rcquired, 
and would consist of four dual phase recovery well.s pumping at a combined rate of 30 gallons 
per minute (gprn). Recovered liquids would be conveyed to a central oil-waLer separator, wicli 

P.ROJltCrs\02Z5~~nn.G04UNALY-.15L-rX2.Z:nC 
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the resulting wastewater injected into the two deep injection wdls und the septiratcd 
petroleum product stored in a Frac Tank for subsequent disposal or recycling. 

Following soil remediation etToris a new monitoring well network would be instaiicd in the 
iVonhem Portion of the site consisting of at least six nested locations, with each nest 
comprised of one lO-foor well and one SO-foot well. 'Well sample resulLs (VOCs, SVOCs, 
and dissolved metals) would be used in part to determine die efTectiveness of the .soil 
remediation effort and to monitor the expected decrease in groundwater contuminairt levels 
following source removals. Groundwater monitoring would al.sn be required near die 

- Rouge River as part of anticipated mixing zone agreements with the MDEQ, 

Land U.se Re.smctions would be required due to the pre,sence of impacted groundwater, the 
uncertainties of residual .soil contamination in uncxcavated areas, and the planned Industrial 

.Land Use. 

Alternative 2) Selective Soil Excavation with Soil-Asphalt Emulsion Mixing and Re-Use, 
Exposure Barrier Placement, Localized Groundwater/Free Product Remediation, 
Groundwater Monitoring, and Land-Use Restrictions: 

Thi.s altemadve indudes the excavation and on-site stabilization of the 224,300 cubic yards of 
significantly impacted vadose zone soil by mixing die soil witli asphalt emulsion in an on-site 
Pug Mill. Resulting emulsified treated base product would be reused either as engineered 
subbase material for asphalt road construction or as asphalt cold patch. This method 
advantageously rccDup.s up to .'510.00 per ton of marketable roadway construction product In 
addition, proprietary emulsion products exist chat chemically fixate metal couiaminanLs within 
the .soil-emulsion matrix, if necessary. Contaminated .soil would be excavated, staged, and 
prepared for mixing. Assuming a feed rate of 1,500 cubic yards of soU per day, ilic .soil 
remediation would require 7 months to complete. The excavated area would require the 
importation of baclcfill to replace 100% of the remediated volume. 

Following j-emcdiation it may be recommended (or required) to install vapor barriei' 
membranes across those areas of the .site exceeding voliUilization/lTihalation crileria. This 
decision could be made based on future land uses and building placetnenLS. 

As shown on Figure 2, free product is generally present at three location.s across the Northern 
Poruon (including the PZ-45/4D well). Remediation of the free product would be'required, 
and would consi.st of four dual phase recovery wells pumping at a combined rate of 30 gpm. 
Recovered liquids would be conveyed to a central oil-water .separator, with ibe resulting 
wastewater injected into the two deep injection weils and the separated petroleum product 
stored m a Frac Tank for subsequent di.sposal or recycling. 

Followiug soil remediation erforrs a new Tnonitnrins well network would be installed in the 
Northern Portion of the site cun.si.stiTig of at least six nested iocaxions, with each nest 
comprised of one lO-fout well and one 30-foot well. Weil sample results (VOCs, .SVOCs, 

• and dissolved metals') would be used in pan :o dercrmine the effectiveness of die .soil 
remediation e.Tort and to monitor the expected decrease in groundwater contaminant levels 
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following sourca removals. Groundwater monitoring would al.so be required near the Rouge 
River as part of antidpaied mixing zone agreement.s with the MDEQ. 

Land Use Restrictioas would be required due the presence of impacted groundwater, tlie 
.unccrtaintie.s of residual soil contamination in uncxcavated areas, and the planned itdu.strial 
Land Use. 

Alternati've 3> Tn«Sit» Soil Treatment with Hot Water Injection and Withdrawal, £xpo.sure 
Barrier Placement, I^ocalized Groondwater/Free Product Remediation, Groundwater 
Monitoring, and Land-Use Restrictions: 

Tliis altcniative consists of the injection of hot water into the suhsurface at the perimeter of 
the car formation and the withdrawal of the groundwater at the center of the formaiion. Tar i.s 
mobilized by the hot water, flows TO the centralized production wells along with the hot waier, 

'and is removed from the suasurface for treatment. The treated area therefore bcconie.s 
hydraulicaily isolated This technique has primarily been used to recover tar beneath the 
water tabic, no modifications would be required to also address yado.se /.one free product 
area.s. Infdtration galleries would be added to percolate hot water from the ground surface 
downward. Vado.se zone steam injection may «dso be required. Recovered fluids would be 
.separated, with resultant wastewater injected in the deep injection wdls and separated 
petroleum product .stored on-site in a Frac Tank for disposal or recycling. 

During or after remediation it may be rccormncnded (or required) to install vapor hairier 
membranes across tho.se areas of the site exceeding volariiizadon/inhalation criteria. The 
membranes may enhance the inflltradon gallery pcifocmancc and act to retain heat in the 
.subsurface. This decision could be made during final design efTorts or could be based ou 
future land uses and building placements. 

As shown on Figure 2, free product is generally present at three locations across the Noribem 
Portion (including the PZ-4S/4D well). Reraediatiou of the free product is required, toid 
would consist of four dual phase recovery wells pumping at a combined rate of 30 gpm. 
Recovered liquids would be conveyed to a central oil-water .separator, with the resulting 
wastewater injected Into the two deep injcctioa wells and the separated petroleum product 
stored in a Frac Tauk for subsequent di.spo.sa] or recycling. 

Following soil remediation elforts a new monitoring well network would be installed in the 
Northern Portion of the .site consisting of at lea.st six nested locations, vith each ne.st 
comprised of one 10-foot well and one 30-foot well. Well .sample results (VOCs. SVOCs, 
and dissolved metal.s) would be used in pan to determine the effecuveacss of the soil 
remediation effon and to monitor the expected decrease in groundwater coniaminunt levels 
following source removals. Groundwaxer monitoring would al.so be .required near the 
Rouge River cis part of anticipated mixing zone agreement.s with the VIDEQ. 

I-and Use Restrictions would be required due the pre.sence of impacted groundwater, the 
uncertainties of re.sidual soil contamination in uniTeatsd ureas, and the ofanned Trdustrial 

- Land U.^e. " 

PROJECTS\0-2f7-CO.U04\.uNA;.rsISLT:t2.I;CC 



SEi\T.BY:RO"t' F.WESTON, INC. OMl : 8- 4-38 : 17:23 : ROY F. WESTO.N INC.- 313 224 3046;# 3/1^ 

• Op ^ 
Mr. Raracsh Parel -8- 4 August I 
City of Detroit j 

1 r 
Following completion of the on-site remedial activities a clo.sure report would be prepared and 
submitted to the MDEQ. 

The schedule provided in Aiiachmetit A identifies the activities that would need to be conducted 
on the Northern Portion of the site and presents the timing of the various tasks. 

Southern Portion 

Site Preparation and Characteriration 

As described in our 28 July 1998 letter, access restrictions should be placed on the property to 
best facilitate the management of site remediation activities. The initial project acdviiy oruthe 
Southern Portion of the site should be to restrict access to all non-approved personnel and to 
initiate the removal of all cominercial commodities (i.e., salt piles, gravel piles, slag piles, eic) 
from the site. WESTON also recommends that a meeting be held between the City and the 
MDEQ to discuss the propased Remedial Strategy and to obtain their concurrence on the 
Strategy (especially regarding the desired mixing /.one determinations). 

It is likely that additional monitoring wells will be required by the MDEQ along the river as part 
of the mixing zone determination. For planning purposes WESTON assumes that three 
additional well ncsLs will be installed, with one shallow well (10-foot) and one deep well (30-
foot) comprLsing each nest. Well .samples would be analyzed for VOCs, SVOC?, and dissolved 
Tnetal.s, 

A RAP for the sire should be prepared and submitted to the MDEQ for approval. The RAP 
would include a summary of all investigative and characterization activities completed to date 
and would present a FFS for the impacted soil and groundwater. The RAP should riescribc the 
following limited characterization activitie.s; 

• The rationale For calculating an average lead concentration of all vadosc zone .soil 
samples collected from the nil on the entire site (exposure unit). Using the 95% 
upper confidencB limit (UCL) calculated average, it is highly likely that the lead 
concentration of 1,7UU paits per million (ppra) detected in .sampling locatioa SB-S9 
will be allowed to rciriEiin with<iut requiring remediation activities. 

• The rarionalc for disallowing liie benzene concentration (9,000 micrograms per 
kilogram [ug/kgj) in sampling locatioTi SB-4-2 (8-10') that exceeds the TL\ of S.400 
ug/kg. This sample concentration should be di.saJlowcd since the soil .sample was 
collected from the .saturated zone. A groundwater sample collected at the same 
location MW-I04 did not indicate detectable levels of hen/.ene. 
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• The rationale for pursuing a mkiug zone deteriniualirMi to eliminate die iCSIC 
excsedances in monitoring weUs along the Detroit River. Initial caJculatlous indicate 
that levels of contaminanLs detected on .site in the monitoring wells near the river arc 
less than 20X the TCSIC. However, mixing zone determinations arc decided on a 
site-specific basis so initial di.scu.s.sions should be made before RAP preparation 
begins. 

Site Remediation 

boJiowing approval of the RAP by the MDEQ, it is anticipated that the following remediation 
activities would be required: 

Excavation and disposal of limited areas in the Southern Portion of the site including the 
following; 

Soil Boring Location SB-37 — limited excavation and disposal of observed surficial 
oil to a depth of visually clean. 

- Soil Boring Location SB-30 - limited excavation and disposal of soil to groundwater 
depth. Verification sampling of .•ioii for benzene analysis to determine if IIA has been 
met, and sampling of groundwater for benzene analysis to determine if HA in 
groundwater has been exceeded. 
Soil Boring Location SB-202 — limited excavation and disposal of soil to groundwater 
dcptti. Verification sampling for PAH analysis to determine if IDC ha.s been met. 

Following completion of the on-sice remedial activities a closiue report would be prepared and 
submitted to the MDEQ. 

The schedule provided in Attachment A identifies the activities thai would need to be conducted 
on the Southern Portion of the .site and presents the timing of the various tasks. 

ADDITIONAL SITE PARTniONTNG OPTIONS 

Based on a review of the known .site conditions, there are some localized areas of the Northern 
Portion that could more readily be granted Industrial Closures, .similar to rfac Southern Portion. 
As shown on Figures 2 through 4, probable candidate areas are the 6.4 acre northeast corner 
encompassed by soil borings SB-67. SB-68, and the ea.si fence line; and the 5.2 acre northwest 
comer encompas.sed by soil borings SB-50. SB-75. and Zug Island Read. These arca.s appear to 
lack titc pr^.>duct in either the vadose or saturated zones, and do not contain contaminant levels 
.significantly above MDEQ Generic Industrial Criteria. Instimtionai conU'ols would be the 
pnrnary remcaial acnon as deserioca tor the Southern Portion. 
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COST ESTIMATE 

Assumptions and details on which these cost estimates are based are presented iu Attachment B. 
The cast for each remedial alternative is summaiwd# below; 

NORTHERN PORTION 

MDEQ Meetings — S5,000 
Inventory and Characterization of On-site Waste Material $53,500 
Preparation of Specifications for Existing Waste Material Disposal S11,400 
Waste Material Disposal 55,000,000 
UST Closure $53,450 
Monitoring Wells-Jnstall 12 Wells and Sample VQCs-SVOC.^ (20 Quarters) $120,000 
RAP Preparation ; r $ ̂ 6,400 
Groundwater and Free Produci Remediation — Years 1-5 S655,S00 
Closure Report Preparation $6,400 
Remedial Aitcmative 1 - A.sphalt Mixing $6,903,SCO 
Remedial Alternative 2 - Thermal Trearment $23,022,500 
Remedial Alternative 3 - Hot Water Injection $6,763,300 

TOT.AL RAiNGE $12,663,750 - $28,922,450 

SOUTHERN PORTION 

MDEQ Meetings - - 52,000 
Monitoring Wclls-Tnstall 6 Weils and Sample VOC.^, SVOCs, MetaLs (4 Quarters) $26,060 
RAP Preparation $16,400 
Soil Remediation $4,050 
Closure Report Preparation $6,400 

TOTAL $54,910 

Tt is important to note thar the sire is still active under the under the RCRA Corrective Action 
Program and may still be subject to federal RCRA regulations even if the site is remediated 
under a state cleanup program. Discus-sions with the U.S. EPA Underground Injection Branch 
(UIB; along with additional research Into this scenario is warranted prior to implementing any 
cieauuD aedviLies. 
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Should yoo have any questions or require additional informatioji regarding this project, please 
feel free lo contact Sally Bartz or Jeff Binkley at (313) 567-4000. 

Very truly yours, 

ROY F.WESTON, INC 

Sally Bartz 
Principal Project Manager 

Attachinents 

Jeffrey S, Binkley 
Program Manager 
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SUMMARY OF ORGANIC DETECTIONS EXCEEDING MDEQ CRITERIA AT OR ABOVE WATER TABLE 
1698 MALCOLM PIRNIE INVESTIGATION 

FOHMEH DETROIT COKE SITE 
OEfROlT, MICHIGAN 
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TABLE 2 

SUMMARY OF ORGANIC DETECTIONS EXCEEDING MOEQ CRFrCRIA BELOW WATER TABLE 
1998 MALCOLM PIRNIE INVESTIGATION 

FORMER DETROIT COKE SITE 
DETROIT, MICHIGAN 

DRAFT 
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Participants; MDEQ-ERD MDEQ-WMD U.S. EPA City of Detroit Aiiied Signai Corp. 

KGROUND: For background information on this site, see previous briefing paper dated 4/24/98. 

X(. MAJOR MDEQ-ERD POINTS: 
Preliminary results of MDEQ-ERD site investigation (Copy of preliminary data was given to EPA): 

soils (PAHs, metals and free-phase coil tar/oil) and groundwater (benzene, ethyl benzene, coal tar/oil) are 
heavily impacted with the most serious contamination being to the north and northwest. PCBs were detected at 
one location at less than 1 ppm. 
Previous sampling of Rouge River sediments adjacent to the site showed heavy PAH and free-phase oil. 

ERD stated that there is still a lot of work to be done on-site to fill in the gaps in the site analysis. 
Substantial corrective action will be required for the site however, corrective action activities should not preclude or 
postpone development of the riverfront portion of the property. 
Ownership of the property is still in question. The State plans to serve notice of right of redemption within a week 
ERD wants to take control of the site clean-up from EPA. MDEQ-WMD has deferred the site to ERD. 
ERD proposed performing an expedited clean-up of the riverfront portion of the property, followed by Allied Signal 
remediating the rest of the site under EPA or MDEQ-ERD oversight. 
Allied was asked if they were willing to allow the property to revert to the state in exchange for entering into a consent 
agreement that clearly limits Allied's corrective action responsibilities and provides relaxed clean-up standards. Allied 
stated that they would consider the proposal if it is offered. 

MAJOR EPA POINTS: 
EPA expressed a preference for addressing corrective action under a single regulatory agency at the facility. 
EPA suggested entering into an MOU with the state as a means of transferring corrective action authority. 
EPA stated that until ownership issues are resolved, the re-permitting of the UlC wells is suspended. Until that time, the 
current permits are still in effect with Detroit Coke as the permittee. 

MAJOR CITY OF DETROIT POINTS: 
• The City's interest is in approximately 30 acres along the Detroit River and not in the entire 66 acre site. 

The City mentioned possibly obtaining permits for the deep wells and operating them as part of the remediation. 
The City and potential users of the 30 acres at the Detroit Coke Site (cement silo owners) have not entered into any 
agreement and the relocation of the cement silos is still in the preliminary stages (geotechnical work still needs to be 
done). There is an approximate deadline of five months to make an offer to the cement silo companies. 
The City said that they need to compare two different title searches prior to issuing the right of redemption to Allied. 
The City claimed the Detroit Coke Corporation may have recently reincorporated under a different purpose (i.e. for 
remediation and cleanup of the Detroit Coke site) to avoid environmental liability. 

MAJOR ALLIED SIGNAL POINTS: 
Allied's "current intent" is to redeem the property and foreclose on Detroit Coke in order to perform the RCRA cleanup 
themselves thus limiting their liability under a Superfund cleanup. Afterward, Aiiied would sell the property. 
Allied also is considering redeeming the property, but not foreclosing on Detroit Coke in order to protect themselves 
from liability under RCRA; Detroit Coke would be the statutory owner of the property and therefore the liable party. 
Allied has expressed their intent to obtain permits for the UlC wells for use in remediation. 

ISSUES (in order of concern from highest to lowest) 
1. EPA is not confident that MDEQ-ERD will perform a clean-up that is protective of the environment due to pressure from 

the City for a quick clean-up. Recommendation: MOU between EPA and ERD should outline the relevant pathways to 
be addressed and provide EPA the opportunity to review and comment on any workplans or reports. 

2. MDEQ, the City, or Allied do not have clear title to the site. All entities may be interested in receiving permits for the 
deep wells. Recommendation: UlC Permit decision will wait until property ownership issues are resolved. 

3. Sediment remediation may be required for the Rouge and Detroit Rivers. Recommendation: EPA should ensure that 
this is addressed in the MOU, or during review of workplans. 

4. The Site is in an EJ community, SEMI area, Delray initiative. Renaissance Zone, Detroit and Rouge River RAPs, Great 
Lakes Water Quality Agreement, and the Lake Erie Watershed. The citizens are unhappy about placing cement silos at 
the site and that a potentially inadequate clean-up may be performed by the State. Recommendation: Ensure the 
public is involved in the decision-making process. 

57"" Ultimately, the cement silos may not be sited at Detroit Coke. Recommendation: The MOU should include some 
minimum timeframes for addressing the site in the event that the site ceases to be a high priority for the State. 

CONTACTS: Allen Melcer (UlC) 6-1498 Greg Rudloff (RCRA) 6-0455 



? 

-TJ O^C"P ? rqn c , 

nou ^ 
_ ifpA j<St. 

-He. ./ M,HU. 'A 111 <.^ 

—M^lf'Jy^ . 

- IV^ I c e ? 

-^'.oc nou Hi>. 



Wx-

Participants: MDEQ-ERD MDEQ-WMD U.S. EPA 

B^KGROUND: For background information on this site, see previous briefing paper dated 4/24/98 and 5/11/98. em 
iWc 

G? 

OR MDEQ-ERD POINTS: 
Malcolm Pirnie submitted a final site investigation report to USEPA which is currently being reviewed. 

XI Ownership of the property is still in question 
X The State has served notice of right of redemption to all interested parties. The right of redemption expires on 

June 26,1998. If no one redeems the property, the State obtains title of the property through operation of law. 
If the property Is redeemed, Detroit Coke regains title. 

JX MDEQ also wants to notice the four leaseholders on-site of any potential property transfer. 
ERD expressed an interest in taking control of the clean-up of the site from EPA. Under MDEQ's proposal, which would 
only exist if the property reverts back to the state by operation of lawjon June 26,1998, MDEQ would: 

Parcel off the southern 1/3 portion of the property and convey the portion through a municipal conveyance 
statute to the City of Detroit 
Remediate the southern 1/3 portion of the property on an expedited basis, using Michigan's Part 201 Statute. 
Order the Site PRPs, Detroit Coke and Allied Signai, to remediate the rest of the Site. 
If the PRPs are unable or unwilling to perform the clean-up of the remaining property, MDEQ would remediate 
the rest of the Site using Michigan's Part 201 Statute. 
DEQ may want to use the welis for groundwater remediation, which would require the State or PRP to obtain a 
permit. 

^ Even if Allied or Detroit Coke take possession of the property, the State would like to obtain lead for the clean-up. The 
State would like to follow the approach listed above for the clean-up, but the regulatory mechanism is unclear. 
MDEQ would like a formal mechanism or recognition by which the USEPA would transfer the clean-up authority from a 
RCRA corrective action to a CERC1_A non-time critical removal. MDEQ would like some written assurance that USEPA 
would consider this site a CERCLA site, not a RCRA site, because: 

Under RCRA, the State of Michigan may be considered a liable party as owner of the property. 
This site is being recognized and addressed as a Brownfield. There is aiready an end user interested in buying 
or leasing the property. Under a RCRA corrective action, USEPA could not enter into a PPA with the end user. 
However, under a CERCLA non-time critical removal action, USEPA could enter into a PPA with the end user. 
Cost recovery for MDEQ would be certain under CERCLA authority, but less likely under RCRA authority. 

X The City of Detroit has not yet performed the geo-technical work necessary to determine whether the site could support 
the proposed cement silo project. However, the City is further along in acquiring the contractor to perform the work. 

X The City and potentiai users of the 30 acres at the Detroit Coke Site (cement silo owners) still have not entered into any 
agreement and the relocation of the cement silos is still in the preliminary stages. 

MAJOR EPA POINTS: 
EPA drafted an MOU which was largely acceptable to the State. Issues remain regarding the reguiatory mechanism the 
State will use in addressing the site. 
Current USEPA policy demonstrates that transfer of clean-up authority at the Federal level, from RCRA to CERCLA, is 
possible. 

Current USEPA policy states that where a facility is subject to both CERCLA and RCRA, the facility should be 
managed under RCRA, unless the owner is unable or unwilling to take corrective action. See EPA, RCRA/NPL 
Listing Policy, 51 FR 21054, 21057-59 (1986). 
Therefore, changing the statutory authority from RCRA to CERCLA at the Detroit Coke site seems to be a 
factual determination based on the owner's status. 
In this case, the current owner owes $1.5 million for back taxes to the state and local government. The owner's 
right of redemption expires on June 26,1998. if the owner fails to redeem the property, the property will revert 
to the State of Michigan. The owner's inability to pay the financial debts for the site factually demonstrates the 
owner's inability to take corrective action measures at the site. Therefore, the site should be transferred from 
RCRA to CERCU\ authority. The State would then take the lead from CERCLA through its voluntary clean-up 
program. 
EPA re-emphasized the need of entering into an MOU with the state as a means of transferring corrective action 
authority and clarifying joint agency actions (e.x. public participation requirements and UlC well permitting 
issues). 

USEPA is also exploring how to deal with the UlC wells on-site 
If the State takes title to the Site, 

the wells could be permitted to the State 
the state could order the PRPs to obtain a permit as part of an order 
If DEQ uses the wells, which are RCRA units, it is unclear whether DEQ can address the site under its 
state Superfund program. 
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FUTURE ACTIONS: 
'• ' EPA and MDEQ-ERD agreed to wait until after the Right of Redemption period of June 26, 1998, lapses before 

* discussing the ways to address the site and finalizing the MOU. 

IMMES (in order of concern from highest to lowest) 
EPA is not confident that MDEQ-ERD will perform a clean-up that is protective of the environment. Pressure from the 
City for a quick clean-up may sway MDEQ-ERD to not consider all relevant pathways. Recommendation: EPA should 
finalize the MOU, which provides for limited EPA oversight, with the State. 
Should we change the statutory authority used to address this site from RCRA to GERCLA? Recommendation: EPA 
should proceed with transfer of site from RCRA to CERCLA if the State takes possession of the site. 

3. Can we include written assurance to MDEQ that the site is addressed under CERCLA and not RCRA as part of the 
Memorandum of Understanding? Recommendation: If State agrees to terms in MOU regarding EPA involvement, then 
we should give the assurance. 

4. If the State takes ownership, can UlC issue permits to the State to operate the wells without invoking RCRA? 
Recommendation: If possible, UlC should find a way to authorize use of the wells without permitting. DEQ and EPA 
staff have to research this issue further. 
Ownership of the property is unclear. MDEQ, the City, or Allied do not have clear title to the site. All entities have 
indicated that they may be interested in receiving permits for the deep wells. Recommendation: Decisions regarding 
transfer of authority and UlC permitting will have to wait until property ownership issues are resolved. 

CONTACTS: Allen Melcer (UlC) 6-1498 Greg Rudloff (RCRA) 6-0455 Steve Murawski (ORC) 6-6741 
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^ \ UNITED STATES ENVWONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
I I REGION 5 

O ° 77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
J CHICAGO, 11 60604-3590 

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF: 

WU-17J [FEB 2 3 1996; 

Mr. Paul K. Choinski 
Facility Manager 
Detroit Coke Corporation 
P.O. Box 09229 ^ 
Detroit, Michigan 48209 

Re: United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
Brownfields Initiative 

Dear Mr. Choinski; 

The purpose of this letter is to introduce you to the USEPA and 
State of Michigan joint Brownfields initiative. As I hope you 
are aware, the USEPA does not act as a strictly regulatory 
agency. In fact, the USEPA conducts research, publishes advances 
in environmental protection, issues advisories and guidances, and 
works with states, communities and the private sector on 
initiatives to develop holistic solutions to environmental 
problems. One USEPA program which may benefit your facility is 
the Brownfields initiative. 

Brownfields are defined as "abandoned, idled or under-used 
industrial and commercial sites where expansion or redevelopment 
is complicated by real or perceived environmental contamination 
that can add cost, time or uncertainty to a redevelopment 
project." Although your site is obviously not abandoned, it is 
idled and could conceivably fit under the brownfields definition. 

The Brownfields initiative in Detroit is a joint project between 
the USEPA, Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ), 
and the City of Detroit. The determination of whether your 
facility qualifies as a brownfield site would be made by the City 
of Detroit. 

The designation of a site as a brownfield carries the benefit of 
community and governmental bodies actively working to find a 
developer for the site. Other potential benefits, currently 
under discussion, may include limiting liability for potential 
developers after suitable clean-up has occurred and the issuance 
of a letter to the developer stating that the authorized 
regulatory agency has "no further interest" in your site. 
Finally, clean-up target levels are set based on future use of 
the site. If the future use has been determined prior to 
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implementing corrective measures, the clean-up levels can be 
adjusted accordingly. 

Thus it appears that several stakeholders will benefit from 
involving your site in the Brownfields Initiative. The local 
community and the City of Detroit benefit by having the property 
cleaned up and remaining on the tax rolls, the USEPA and MDEQ 
benefit by achieving a rapid, environmentally safe site clean-up, 
and Detroit Coke benefits by making the site more attractive to 
potential developers through limiting future liability. Detroit 
Coke may also save considerable financial resources through 
accelerated clean-up and adjusted clean-up standards depending on 
the future site use. 

I have taken the liberty of contacting Ross Powers and Debbie 
Fisher of the City of Detroit's Planning and Development 
Department regarding your site. They are very interested in the 
site and feel that it may qualify for the Brownfields program. 
If you are interested in finding out more about the Brownfields 
initiative, I suggest that you contact either of them at 
(313) 224-6380. 

I am enclosing fact sheets and other literature regarding 
Brownfields for your information. If you have any questions, 
please feel free to contact either Greg Rudloff at (312) 886-0455 
or myself at (312) 886-1498. 

Sincerely yours. 

Allen Melcer, Geologist 
Underground Injection Control Branch 

Enclosures 

CO (w/o attachments): 
Debbie Fisher, City of Detroit 
Ross Powers, City of Detroit 
Mary Beth Tuohy, USEPA Region 5 Brownfields Team Manager 
Mary Vanderlaan, MDEQ, Livonia Office 
Steve Buda, MDEQ, Jackson Office 



f 
bcc (w/o attachments): 

Greg Rudloff, RCRA, HRPM-8J 
Robert Tolpa, Common Sense Initiative Team Manager 
Laura Lodisio, SEMI Team Manager 
Quintin White, ARTS Branch, WS-16J 
William Spaulding, SDWB, WD-15J 
Gerald Phillips, Office of UST, HRU-8J 
Lisa Perenchio/Rebecca Harvey, UIC Branch, WU-17J 
Nicole Cantello, ORG, CS-29A 

WU-17J:A,Melcer:a.m.:2/22/96:F/dcoke"letter" 



From: JoAnn Merrick 
To: Andrew Hogarth, Caroline Olmsted, l:manningp@ag.state.mi.us 
CC: Frank Ruswick, l;reichelb@ag.state.mi.us, Jim Sygo, Kenneth Burda, Peter 

Quackenbush 
Date: Thursday, April 01, 1999 9:31 AM 
Subject: WMD Comments on the EPA/DEQ MOU 

Following are the Waste Management Division's comments concerning the draft U.S. EPA MDEQ 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for the Detroit Coke site. 

1. Paragraph 6. Emergency Response Division should be Environmental Response Division. 

2. Paragraph 14 We don't understand the purpose of this provision. How do the itemized 
plans/projects relate to the Part 201 process and cleanup standards for site remediation? 

3. Paragraph 15. "appropriate contamination pathways" would be better stated as appropriate 
exposure pathways. 

Paragraph 15 starts out" Until RCRA CA authority is transferred from the USEPA to the MDEQ..." 
Ms is unacceptable phraseology - the USEPA is NOT transferring AUTHORITY to MDEO - we 
have our own state authority - independent of federal authority, PLUS we are authorized by EPA 
for CA. It should read that the EPA is transferring the lead for conducting CA at this site from 
EPA to the MDEO. This change also needs to be made in paragraphs 20, 21, and 30. 

Paragraph 15 also includes EPA in the decision making on the RAP, which is duplicative agency 
time and over site, as Ken pointed out. It will also only delay the implementation of response 
activities. The last sentence should read that EPA will take an advisory role right from the j 
execution date of the MOU. 

Paragraph 15 also includes the term Remedial Action Plan (RAP). As we discussed at the 
meeting, all references to a RAP should be changed to language acceptable to ERD. 

4. Paragraph 18 - The second sentence of this paragraph should be deleted as there is no lapse 
of authority for CA at this site, since the state has authority to require CA right now, independent 
of EPA. We have received a copy of a letter from EPA to another site we are dealing with on CA, 
in which EPA states that the state is the lead and there is no reason for them to be involved (DSC 
- old McLouth sites). A copy of that letter wiil be faxed to Carrie Olmsted and Peter Manning. 

CS 

5. 
that once 
Action requirements will be removed from the UlC permits, 
a RAP must be approved by both MDEO and EPA before transferring the authority to the MDEO. 

aph 21 - the last sentence seems to conflict with paragraph 8. Paragraph 8 indicates 
DEO has issued an appropriate meclianism for requiring cleanup that the Corrective 

Paragraph 21 adds the condition that 

I Paragraph 21 should state that the CA lead transfers from EPA to the MDEO upon entry of the 
/ MOU, not after entry of an Order AND approval of a RAP. That way we have clearance to 

^ s. negotiate an order and appropriate response actions, or initiate enforcement action. If we are not\j 
clearly the lead from entry of the MOU, why would we invest the resources necessary to pursue 
potential litigation, when EPA could overfile at any time? 

6. Section VII seems to conflict with paragraph 8. Paragraph 8 confers authority to the MDEO for 
conducting the necessary reviews, etc. for cleanup of the site, but paragraph 21 and Section VII 
still requires joint MDEO/EPA reviews of all documents submitted to the MDEO. We don't see the 
purpose of this joint review. Since we are going to use the 201 cleanup process and standards 
and ERD understands them better than anyone else, why do we need another agency second 
guessing our judgement and probably causing excessive slow down in moving this cleanup along. 

mailto:reichelb@ag.state.mi.us


7. Paragraph 24 - what MDEQ is expected to copy to EPA needs to be defined - does it include 
AQD, SWQD, also? 

8. Paragraph 25 - the last sentence is unacceptable - it states that if EPA does not 
commentyrespond within their allotted 30 days, it does NOT imply that they concur. So we read 
that to mean that we could proceed with response action approval, and EPA could come back 
after the fact and raise new issues. This is especially troubling since EPA gave themselves RAP 
approval authority in paragraph 21. By reading the two together, it in effect ties our hands from 
moving ahead with anything until EPA has responded - the 30 day time frame is meaningless. 

9. Paragraph 38. It would be appropriate to change the language "does not plan or anticipate" to 
"will not to provide the MDEQ more certainty when negotiating the enforcement mechanism and 
RAP with the owners of the site. 

10. Paragraph 38.3 should be changed from MDEQ-EPA approved RAP to just MDEQ approved 
response actions (or whatever terminology is preferred by ERD). 

11. Paragraph 44 b. This is unacceptable language as written. 

If you have any questions, please contact me (I will be on vacation until 4/12/99) or Ken Burda, or 
Pete Quackenbush. Thanks 

JoAnn Merrick, Chief 
Enforcement Section 
Waste Management Division 
517-373-7938 
fax-517-373-4797 
e-mail - merricki@state .mi .us 
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UHlTftO fTHTES ENVmONMfiMTAL PflOTBCTlON AQENCV 
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77 WEST JACKSON WULEVARO 
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, MAR 2y ftePLY TO TWt ATTENT«N »\ 
i f.i 

D-8J 

Dsvid t. Flynn, Ewiubc 
PhilUps, Lytic, Hitchcock. Blanc & Hubcr LLP 
3400 MWICC Midlaxui Centex 

New York 14203 

Re: DSC Limited 

Dear Mr. Flynn: 

This is in response to your letter of February S, 1999, Oft bahslf of DSC Limited (DSC), which 
CPDcems DSC's plans to address envinuimcfltAl issues at the former McClouth Steel sites in 
Tremoa dnd Oibniftai. Michigan. This reply is based upon the ftets piesendy known to the 
United States ̂ vironmental Protection Agency (U.S. £?A> and is pMtVided solely for 
iftfortnational purposes. For die reasons stated h^w. U. S. EPA does not ptesendy contemplate 
requiring addiliOASl eoReeiive aedon at these pfopeities punuam to Section 3008(h) of the 
Resource Conservaiien and Reeovery Act (RCRAV AS to DSC manivemBnt of items containing 
polychOTinated biphenyls (PCBs) and compliance with reqiurements of the Toxic Suhsiences 
Control Act (TSCA), U.S. EPA ia willing to negotiate an enforceable cenlement of those issues. 

The federal RCRA Subtitle C Program was ftstabliahed to, among other things, s«( standards for 
and regulate the geneiution, treatmeni, storage and dispoaal of hazardous wanes as well ts 
provide fbr the cleanup of hazardous waste ticatznenL storage and dispowd fiicUities. This 
program is delegated to authorized Stales, including the State of Miehieut< Unless exempt by 
law, fKlUtics that treat, store or dispose of hazardous wastes are subject to dte Tequiremants of 
RCRA. These requiremenfi include applying for and obtaining operatiiig permits. implOMOiUing 
cIoBtlM ud poei-closim of regulated units, and pofonning corrective action to address releases 
oHipardoun waste. 

. EPA supports Stare programs to address contaminated Cseiiities, and supports dun action 
winch the Michigan Department of Eavironnientat Quality (MDEQ) has taken Efi address 
anvironmentai conditions it DSC's Trenton and Qibralter iSreilidesu Based oft the infiurmatien in 
your letter cmd on the in&noadon currently in our possession, U.S. EPA neither plans nor 
antieipateo pmuing any hirther corrective action at dtis fireility. In addition, U.S. EPA intends to 
rely on MDEC).to resolve anv eunent or fiinire dosure and coircotivo sction Atooelaiad 
with this fiicility. Please note, however, diat this does not preclude U.S. EPA from undertaking 

' any acdon m me fhcility u a later date if U.S. EPA obtains any information indieatins that such 
aetioft is naeessaiy ta protect htonan health oc welfare or die envitornnenX. 

\ RnMl«MIWiCMto-STtiiM«ittiVSaNsfatoeiaMMMBqniSMNl«f4ttePipv44S^PaMeoRmuman 
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Based i^aon an April 27^ 199fi inspection, U.Si EPA has idemifiod TSCA cdmpJiance issues at 
the Gibraltar facility. 

DSC itUbtitAined cotnhnatible znatezlala within 5 inetcrs of a PCB cransfomer, 
GE #C6S5273. loesaied at Reipondeni's SubflttiOft J, which CMjstitutes 9 violation of 
40C,F.B.§761.3Cl(aXlXv»i); 

DSC fwled to tiwflc the dooi to PCB tranafonner, GE #£6905^3. located at RespOn^i's 
Substation H, with an M|. label which concthuteB a violation of 46 C.F.R. § 761 .dOQ). 

Prior to filing a Complaint alleging the violationa noted above, U.S. EPA is willing to discusa 
aetclanent with DSC and con^r any infonnetiofi DSC may provide. If tfie parties sgtae on 
senkmcnt teitns. U.S. EPA would b* willing » enter a Conaant Agreement and Consent Order 
(CACO) concunent with the filing of a Complai&L 

As a part of the TSCA settlement ncgotiaiiona. EPA ia willing negotiate a idiedule fer 
mBnegBiuBnt of PCB cotitainiag items. Any cueh schedule must include milestones for 

and disposal of PCB eomahung items and must he incoiponted into an Cnfofceablo 
agrcfinuac such as the TSCA CACO or a Conseoi Order based upon other U.S. EPA authority, 
such as Section 7003 of RCIIA. 42 USC § 6973. 

U.S. EPA believes that any negotiations eoncenung 3'SCA compliance issues and inanagement 
of PCB containing Items should be limited to nlneqr (00) days the date of thb letter. 
Therefore, if DSC is interested in pursuing such negotiations please contact Brian Barwidt of 
U.S. epA Region 5's Office of Regional Counsel as soon as possible. Mr Barwieh's telephone 
nuinheri»(3li)«t6-6«20. 

If you have any questions concenung RCRA corrective acdon, please do not hesitate to contact 
G^d PhilKps at (312) 886-0977, If you have any quesiiOiU concerning TSCA eorapUance or 
management of PCB containing items, you may contact Ken ZohueKzylC at (312) 3S3-9687. 

Sincerely. 

Hoben Springer, Dtectw tf 
Waste, PeMteldea and Toxics DivUton 

cc: Brian Barwiek (C-14J) 
KenZQluierczyk(DT-») 
Gerald Phiqipfi(P-8J) 
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IWITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTICHON AGENCY 
REGION 5 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHlCAOO.n. 60604-3590 

Ccynn 

I Gil' 'i-i-

-/VV, 

FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL FORM 

Date; 

FflsRedpients: 

Marcn26,1999 

Alan D» Wassfiiman. Counsel for Ciry of Dcttoit .(313) !)6l H5879 
Boto Rcjchcl, MicWgan Aitomey Ocneral's OUice - (317) 373-1610 

FaxSeoder SlerenJ.MurAMilei 
As-iucau Regioniil Counsel 
United Smieo Environmental ProtEcti<in Agav-y 
Rct^on5 
77 West Jackson Boulevard (C-14J) 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

I 5 3 \ 

'l«l«6hQne: 

Fills isurabw; 

Subject: 

(3l2)«fi6-674l 

(3t2)Jl8<M)(747 

Unq}proved Modificaiions to iheMOU 

Number of FBgoc (jlndudlng arvor sheet): 

Cbmnwiits; AiLached aia changes to tlie MOU based on nxuit commctiLs made by MDEQ, 
the City of Dcouit, and ihc Michigan Auonviy General. I have also tried to clarify 
Scoion VBT, Aidiis point, dicsc changes arc only prcliininaiy and proposed and 
luck USEFA nxtinagiuneoi iipprovaL 

Let's have a conference call icgaiding ihc changei 10 the MOU On Monduy, 
March 29,1999 at 3<X) pra BT. I vrili be avftilahle at the telephone number above. 

30'd £00-ON S£;6 65'0£ Jew 
Odd dNQ 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN THE 
UNITED STATES RNVTRONMENTAU PROTECTION AGENCY AND THE 

MICHIGAN DEPARTMF-NT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Tills Mciniirartdom orUndcfstwidlng (MOU) is entered Into between the Regional Administrator, Region 5, 
Umted Slaws Enviionmcniia Protection Agency (USBPA), a»d tne Director. Michigan Department uf Environmental 
Quality (MDEQ), In order W tninsfpr Ihe remetilaiion authority from the USEPA Underground Injecdcm Coniiol (UIC) 
Profiiam and the USIEPA Resource Conscnrailon and Recovery Act (RCRA) Program to MDEQ to remediate iho 
environmental contoniination at llic Allied Signal Inccirporated (Allied) Site located at 7H19 West Jeffcrsofl, DeUxiit, 
Michigan, tormerly known ae the DormitCoke Sire (Site). 

1. PARTIES 

1. The folliiwtng offldals. Or iheif tCpreseniaUvcs, .rc PanlCJ to this MOU: 

David Ullrich, Acting Regional AdTniflistfJuor, United Swtcs Eiivironmcnral Protccdnn Agency, Region S 

Russell Hflrding, Director, Michigan Department of Envlronmciital Quality 

n. BACKGROUND 

2. The Site l« a former coklnni facllliy occupying 60 Wrcs iatn« wnilucnw 01" the Detroit and Rouge fivers In 
soudiwttsi Detroit, MitWgati, acljacom to the Zug island industri ai complex. In the past, the Detroit Coke 
Corporatioa (Dcuoit Coke) produced waste ammonia liquor as a hy-ptoJucl of the coking of coal and tllspo-scti of 
the ammonia liquor on-site Into three permitted (JIC weilji. 

3. As pan of the USEPA UIC pcrnuu, Dclnili Coke wafi required w comply with RCRA Corrective Action (C A) 
rcquirviiicnlH under lliv ituLlioriiy Ihc USEPA UlC and RCRA Programs. 4-2 U.SrC. S §300f-200j-76; #2 U.-S.C-
SidOOl-tiyy^kj 40 C.F.R. part 124; 40 C.FR. Part 144; 40 C.F.R. PWI26#; 40 C.RR. !»27().«Ko). 

4. Ill September of 1990, Dotrolt Coke closed the coking ratlliiy iit Ihe Site. Aflerwaril, [teinill Colw u.scd die dircc 
permitted UIC wells to dispose ammoniJl Hqvor which recnajnad on-sUe in the ahove-ground slorage IWkS U IhC 
time of closure and to lilspcrce rainwater which collecied ou-slle. Kccenily, no fluids, Other thim those used for 
te.siing purpise-s by Deirnii Coke and dieir tOnWACtors, have been disposed Into the wells. 

5. In June, 1995, DeiroJi Coke pluggctJ UIC well #1. On March 26,1996, Deu'oit Coke applJed tn USEPA for the 
renewal of tlieir two remttininfi UIC pci'itlits at the Site, Pcrrnit Numbcr-s MT-ldT-IW-IKKM and Ml-167-1W-
01X15. Ill dw mnewal applications, Detroit Coke rwiuesled thai USEPA authorize ihe penults to allow for the 
fli.sposal 01" potentially hazardous contaminated waters on-site ILS part of the renicdlailtin of die Sllc and lOr die 
conlimied tlisyesal of ratuwidcr thatcollccis on-.silc. On August 15,1996, DelroilCok# SuhihiUcd an addondimi 
to the application, rcque.siing that the new permits authorize uie usis of die wells for ihc commercial itlsposiil of 
liquid non-haz-arilous wiustcs. Sulwicqucnt failure of Deiroil Coke to Submii rcqucslcd inffrfmatlon regqrdtng their 
Application for the uoininerti;il use of the wells prevented USEPA front is,suing permits authorizing such use. On 
February 13.1998, Detroit Col» withdrew its rcrjticst for USEPA to Issue permits auihorizlng did coinmarcial uso 
Of the wells. ^ 

6. On February 23,19y«, at Qm requasi of Ihe City of Detroit (City), the Ml JF.Q Response Division 
(ERD) mobilized a siic-wldc invcsilgalloa to ass«S the contamination level of the Site and to determine the 
feoaibiliiy of reuiing Iho prOpMy for Other industrial purposes. ERD'.s conlinuing invesliglilion reSullOd In two 
reports that suromarlzcdthC'- Uivastlgatinn ami ftirther chafacierl/etl ilie coniaininuiion at Uic SiUi. 

7. On [DATE], Allied acquired ownership nf the Site. Accordingly, Allied sufantilifcd an applicution to the USEPA 
UIC program to request n transfer of ownership Starus from Oelroit Coke to Allied on (he UIC pcnnlts at tlic Site, 

£0 d £00 ON S£; 5 66'0£ Qd3 dNQ 
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PBrnill nuiuhtire MI-1 {53-1 W-(XM>4 and MI- 167-1WJKX13. AlHefJ al wj inrfintlK to apply Tor renewal of the permits 
for the disposal of potetiUally hnzaidous conliiminatcd wata s on-sltc as pari of ihc remwliadon of Xhc Site. 

X. On [DATE], (He USEPA UIC Program exeevwd ft mmt moWHcatlon of the UIC pcniuts, Pcnttli numbers MI-
163-lW-(XX)4 ami MI-11»7-1 W-(X)(i5, U) reflect the change In ownership status from Pctroil Coke to Allied In 
accoidnnco with 4(1 C.F.R. 5 144.41. Al a later dale, afler MDEQ has i.s.sucd an approprlalc mcthwlsm for 
requiring and enforciflg remediation rcqiiireinctus on the re-spoiusihle parile.'! (RPs), U-"5EPA will Issue new 
permits to Allied with the RCRA CA requitemcnui romovcd. 

9. B<!4»l)9e City and MDEQ believe thai the Site Invesiigalinn .shows a feasibilily for reu.se and can be 
characterized as a Btownilcld Redevelopment Project, die Qiy ha.<; expnissod an interest in ensuring an twpetiiied 
remediation of the Site for reuse by scvanl industrial entities. 

10. This MOU Is an outgrowth of the need for the Patties to collnbonitc in order to cusuio the ni'Ucicnt, ciTeciIvo, 
cxptidlnnl ami complete reniedliUiim of the Site tu uLuirtlancc with Fctlernl and StutC stamiory and regulatory 
requiremontii. 

III. AUTHORITY 

11. USEPA enters into this MOU m Ibrthcinncc of lis staiutory and reguluiory lecpuasihiliUtis and authority under 
kCR A C A Requirements in current enforceable UIC permits and other applicable federal law.s and regulations, 
42 U.S.C. {!{300f-300j-26; 42 U.S.C. 556901-6992k; 40 C.F.R. PiUl 124; 40 C,F.R. Pan 144; 40 C.F.R. Port 264; 
40 C.r.R, J27().60(b). MDEQ enters Into this MOU In Airthcrancc of il-S Staluidry andrcgvlwefy rCSpUltSibiUUes 
and lis dclcgarctl authority omlcr RCRA. 42 U.S.C. 40 C.F.R. Fart 272. .Subpart X; Mich. Cnnip. T.aws 
U324,11101-324.1152 (1997); MlcL Cornp. Laws !i!i324.2fll0l-324.20l42 (1997). 

IV. PURPOSE 

12. The purpose for fhi.s MOU in To memoHaltrt the fran-sfft', from USEPA to MDEQ, of USEPA'S fttnhoriiy 10 lond 
and eafotce remedlmion efforlE at the Site under the authority of USEPA'v UIC and RCRA Programs. 

V» GRNRRAl. PROVISIONS 

13. Each Party to this MOU la responsible for ensuring that Its obligalions under the MOU ate met. 

14. Each Puny commits to inctirporntJng the relevant provisions and objective.^ of the Detroit River Remedial Action 
Pi ill, the Rouge River Remedial Action Plan, the Great Lakas Water (Juaiity Agreement and the Groat Lalcc.t 
Water Quality IniiiatiYC when devdtiping and implementing remediation measures for the Site with rcspwt lb 
eontumlnatetl ground walcr and sedinienL ^ 

its lb 15. Until RCRA CA dulllOriiy is ironsrerred Irbrti USEPA lb MDEQ purtiuanl 10 Paragraph 21, MDEO commits 
Including USEPA in all decisloii-malcing regarding the remedial investigation and the development of the ^ 
Remedial AcQon Plan which Includcij deiermining ;ippropriaic conuinunailon palhways, atifiCNaing Impacts on J 
river .sedlmenLs and nquaUc life, and chob-ving apprbpriite CiinecUvO measure.^. AfliSf RCRA CA aulborily la s 
iriLftSfcaTCd pursuant to Paragraph 21, USEPA will serve In tin advisory capacity. ^ 

i <!, MDEQ commits lo ciMirdinating with USEPA on the development and i^.suanCe of ait iippropriate mechanism for . ̂  
requiring and enforcing remediation fcqulrcincnis on Qic rc£pon.<dbIe parties (RPs). ^^ u 17, MDEQ COiiimils lb requirirtg dw Rj»s 10 satisfy the remediation criteria rcqi)ircmenl.s sot forth in its Midi. Comp. <5 
Laws 55324.20101.324.20142 (1.997) Including, but not limited to,: > 

4; Collecting sufllcicnt iiifbAuatlon to identify source areas of contamination, deccnuinc the natUfb Mid 

PO'd £00" ON 92:6 66'0£ Jew 
0^3 ^NQ 
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uilmil Df uMiUiiiinaUon, luul iJunilfy ciiiiLiuiiliuuu (i<ui.sniiti and expi.)Nure pa(hway${ 

b, Idtinlirylng all of Uu) com lunl nation ratiuiring reiiKxiiaiion ur control; add 

c. 

1 

(f 
Afycy^' 

Developing and implcnicnilifg a Remedial Action Plan"Yo achiovo relevani remedUUnn cilifiila. /-^ 

MDEQ commits to Issuing an nppfoprlMc ntochmusm tor rctiuirlng ttic Ki^ to pcn'orm icmodiaiion ol $:ite 
wifhln a reasonalile time frame. Thts-condUioir avoids oit}' lapac in anUiOilty to enforce littbllky nxiuircuicnis OH-

- — 

IJSEPA will cwrdlnate with MDEQ in any USEPA decision fegardlng the UIC WCHs, to ensure Uiat RCRA CA 
liahlllLy for ihc pa.sl aiKl present owners or operators of die Site does not lapse. 

USEPA will not CillOfce the RCRACA lequiremcnis in the UIC rcriiilut MI-I67-1W-<K>4 ami MI-I67-IW4K)1 
wliilo till) RCRA CAaulhoiitv is beinu Iranxlmed from USEPA to MDEQ provided that MDEQ meeta all (if "Jtl VlCXIl 

c A" VxoV "VrcxAn^ yLAA<A obllgadons under (lie MOU. 

VI. MECHAJSISIVl FOR ITlANSFliR OF CORRF-CTIVE ACTION AUTHORITY 

Tlic Panics agree to ihc following mcttianiSJn IP transfer RCRA CA authority from USEPA to MliEQ: MDEQ C3 
inusi i.ssue an enforceahle order to ihe RF.s at ihe Site, incluiUng Allied, requiring the RPe to remediate the Site 
under die .!iUindjird."t sol Ibrihin tvlieh. Cornp. Laws 8S324.2l)10l-324.20i42 (1997) and updcr ERD authorlly. 
Onca MDEQ Iwsues an enforceable order against Ihe RPs and qr Reiifi^Tal Action Plim^hiui been approved by both ^ 
Ptfties pursuant to this MOU. USEPA will loiinaiiy remove die RCRA CA requirements from the UIC Permit 
Numbers MM67-IW-0004 andMl-l67.1w.0005 and transfcx lis authority under the terms of ihis MOU. 

VU. INFORMATION SHARING 

Kaeh Party to uiia MOU agrees to malnlaln a Iilgh level of cooperation to ensure iiiai succassful and efreollvd 
coordinalion bdwecn llvs Parlies is innlntaincd lo meet IIK objcxiivcs of Ihis MOU, Coopctalion includes prompt 
tiotiilcatioii to each Party of any changes occurring at the Site or decisions being made about Iho Site, 

MDEQ cumrnibi to provliling USEPA with the opporlunily u>review aiKl commeni on all prOpo-sais, workpliuK 
and reports developed by die state, iu coniiaclors, Allied iind ILS coaiulianus, or any odicr ftft. i 4r ' 

icm 0^ik4 V 
MDEQ ajinndis lo pruvidinc USEPA wilh two (2) copies oLall letters, proposala, woftplans and reports wlfldn 
three days of receipt or issuance by MDEQ, and at a miainiuraTbcfofe ihey arereieascd to the public. If iho 
infoiraation dial Ml^EO provides to USEPA under this Parairrapli is available In electronic format, MDEQ also 
commJw to providing ihc Information to USEPA under that format 

USEPA comtnlLs to providing commenis on all proposals. worlqilar.s and reports within ililrty (30) days from tlia 
date of receipt; fur less slcnlllcanL proposals, workpldrtS and reports, USEPA conunlls 10 providing comments 
wiUdn a Shorter time ivamc. During the thiny (30) day period, MDEQ will not Implement any propo.sea action V A Shorter time frame. During the thiny (30) day period, MDEQ will not implement any propo.sea action 

^ dSo , unless it receives, tonsiifcm and inwrporales USEPA's commenLs. If USEPA has not commented wilhln illirty 
(30) daya, MDEQ may proceed Willi iOiprorxwedaclioA Under Uil.'t naranraoh. USEPA does not Imolv lis 

Xh* I or consent lo Ihe proposals, workplans or reports if It has not provided comraciits with! n thirty (30) 
Q \^ays or receipt. ^ V 

- Q gy V USEPA commits to providing M12EQ wjfh copies of tbtuf c UIC permit applicafjon Informailon regarding this 
^ /J~ (W Site including Icners. proposals, wnrkplanv and reports develop^ hyUSF-PA Of hytliR permit applicant. 

The Punic.s .shall require any person who SubiulU ipforinalion rclaiod to this Silo to one of the Parties, to 
simultaneously provide the same informatJon to the other Piuly. Under INK Paragraph, die infoiniaiion relaiud lo iform^r 

SO'd £00"ON Z£:6 66'0£ JeN aa3 ^NQ 
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Oils site Includes any lechnlCiU ur finandul repim-, data, nr mitlces rBgardinfi Um appiA>val, StfJaciiun ai\d 
0 vcrsi |ht o' jkcti vitics. 

VIII. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

2H. The Pttriiwi ihe iiiipi>riance nf public pAiUcipoilnn in dcvclppuifrut of plftfts for r&jncdlaiion and 
rnsiorailtin acUviads ai the Site. 

29. The PuAlfis ngrce that they will work Jointly lo enauto Uint rtdequfllc public participation is iticoiporolod in any 
USEPA UlC pcMuiiting ucUoft at ihis Sild and any MDEQ remediation of this Site. a< t«iulred by Vcderal or 
Sum Slaiules, nsgulaUoos or guidance. 

3t). Tlid i'flrticfi coniniil to liolding joint public mccungs regard) ng the rcmedlaiUm of Ihe Site. The first public 
inccung will convene within thirty (30) days of the ctfcctive daie of mis MOU. At the first public meeting, the 
Parlies will explain tlic transfer o^RCRA OA authority from ULSEPA to MDEQ and the proposed plans for 
rCKMcdiaUon and i^ekvelopwem of the Site. The PmUts inay also^om time lo Ume, convene public meeUngs ort 
other «.spccU of Site actlvitlo! a.s they deem apprnpriatB. ^ ^c>.-ck V~\cA C.f\ Oa 

31. The Pan)e.s commit lo e.stahii.sliing 4nd cotk^ulUng a jtmal] public group of inicrcstod ciiizcivi and fcpfcschliitivcs 
(if slnkehrtldcr organl/aUona (Group) regarding the remediation and rcdevolopmcTt of the Site. To establish the 
Group, Uie Panics will contact individuals, comnioftlty groups, and'cnvironmwf^ or other oFgani/atiorts lhat 
have previously expressed drt jntei^.st In the environmental l.s.sue.s and hiture activities at the Site. Hie iivltial 
Group will be csiaWlshcd wimin two (2) weeks of the effective date of ihli MOU. The IniUal Grtmp t an be 
expanded if iiiUliilonal citi7x;n,H or stakeholders expre.%s an inierc.'ii in inembenstup. AACr die Parties e.<itabllsh the A 
Group, the Partie-H will coasuli with Ihe Group on a cootirtuiftfi and tttewiinglbl basis throughout the remediation-. 
prncws. Con-^uliaann wiUi Uio OiOiip includes nottiying Group members about upcoming public meetings, n 
providing rclcftjtabie docmiients to the Group members upon request, portlcipating in siakcholder mcaJngs if / 
invited by Group members, and conducting regularly schcdulctl conference call,'* (freijucncy lo be detentiinetl by / 
Uic Group) to provide siaiuS updates of the project. The Parries will also ctrtablish points Of ctmtact for the Croup (^C 
at USEP A and MDEQ to answer .xpccillc qucxiions about tm-g«ing remediiition ui liie Silc. 

32. The PaitJcs wjll provide puWlc notice of IIK proposed JieJecQon of reiiifidlatloii plans and rastoraucn plans under 
thl.s MOU. and will cimvene public meetings to take cojnmcm.t roi consideration on proposed plans prior to their 
ilnai acIOCliOA of the Remedial Action. Prior to any public meeting, Ihe PartiC-s Khali pr<wi(ie a summary of ilie 
iiifunuaUon to be discussed ai the meeting in accordance with Paragraph 3.1. 

33. The Parties .tgioc that it is in tlic pwhilc Interest, that nil .tclcntJfic data arl.siiig out of any acilvillcs unilerloken by 
MDEQ or its agents be mnde public. Thereroro. such data shall be made public in aecordance with Paragraph 35 
as soon as publication would not prejudice octivlUes umlerUken by MDEQ. 

34. While public tSharliig <>f ."icieniiflc data re.sulling from MDEQ activities will to the gcncffti policy of the Parties, 
the PanlcN recognize that wiiticn or oral communicatiOrt rel atcd to MDEQ actlvitlat may be undertaken iii 
anliclpniion oCliligalion, llicrcforc, attwncy work product, attc)mcy-dionUomniuniC(iliODS,cox]miunica(ion5 
SUbJ-Wt to Joint enforcement, or tt)nimunit;aUons oUwkwlSB .Subject to privilege firom disclosure may be withheld, 
as apprupriate. undo- applicable federal or state haw or regulation. 

33. All writimi inrormadon released under tliis Section of thC MOU shall be placed in the following foUf 
rcposiiories for public feview; 

1. Ciiy of Diixroit Mini-City Mall, 7744 W, Vernor liwy, 
2. City of Detroit Mini-City Hall, 2569 S. Schacffcr 
3. Del Ray Ciitxens District Council, 7914 W. Jelfmon 

90"d £00"0N 12:^ 66'0£ JPN 
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4. River Rouge Mayor's Office' 

3(1. Nothing in this section »f the MOU shall be cniutrucd as' pnihihiting or restraining the P4«1ie9 t'roin releasing any 
records. Furihermore, noihlDg In this section of the MOU shall Y)e ainsiniurt a.s prnhlhlring nr othcrwlso 
restraining llM or records reriuhed hy lederal or stale law or regulnlion. 

IX. BROWNFIELD AND FUTURE ENFORCEMENT 

37. liotli rwiics rccogni/iC Uiat (he rcdcvctopincnl of this contAniinalcd Site provides slgnificunt bencftts to the 
protection of tiuman health ana safety, the cnvironiTicnt antitlic CCOnOrtiy ol local coinmuniiics tutrouodlng iho 
Site. Both Pactics alao rccogmzc this Site as a Bfowniicld Site. Accordingly, USEPA and MDEQ agree to 
nwtuaily CJCCfclse their authorities to facilitate the productive redevelopment fjp UHS SilC-

3J1. In support nf pfopiollng and implementing USBFA's Brownfleids Initiative and Of redftveioping this Site, 
US£PA doe.s not plan nr antlcipalc lakJng any fulute rederfil action related to remcdiatiun ut' this Site if: 

1. MOEQ aatlsiles the recjuircincnts uT Ifais MOU; 

2. any current or ftjturc owner or operator of the Site is not o JiCrwisc liable for coniamlDadon existing on 
the Site; and 

3. any current or fhitirc owner or operaUF of |he ,Siie comtucts Its activities on the property tonBistciil With 
the rwjulrcmcPt'' «»f the MUEQ-USEPA approved Remedial Action P1an\and of the USEPA UTC pcrmitt 
Ml.i(57-1W- OO04 iind MMfiT-lW-tXXls' 0£Q 

sf <: 
X. DISPU'J-E RESOLUTION " ^ 

39. This section shall apply to any dispute arising under any section Of this MOU unless speciflcaiiy exempted. 

40. The PattlBR Rhall use their best efforts. In good falih, Co inrormally rcRofve all dlsputen or differcnceii of opinion 
between the PanJcs. 

41. IT a dispuiB arises coitccrnuig tlus MOU that one ol' the Patties b6]ievc.s camiol be scidcd inJ'oimallyi the Pnriy 
shall send written noYlflcation to the ooier Party idcmifying tlic Issue In dispute and explaining wny the dispute 
cannot be informally rcsolvctl. 

41 If the di.<ipuie concerning the MOU ha.s not been re.<i(>lYcd wilhin twenty (20} days of the receipt of written 
notification from the other Party, the dispul# «hali be refeired to the level of officials signing Ihis MOU for 
resolution. 

XL MODIFICATION AND TERMINATION 

43. This MOU may only be modified by the mutual written agrtjcmcnl "f both Piuiica. 

44. This MOU can be tcrmiiuited by: 

a. mutual written agreement of both Parlies; or 

b. wjihdrawiJ by OIK? of itie puritctf upon Udfty (30) days wrfltcn notice to the other Party, 'Ibc MOU shsB 
remain )n lun force and cfi'cci until the thirty (30) days has elapsed. 

xii. LIMITATION 

ZO'd £00'ON 82:6 66'02 JBW 
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45. NCXJilnj in Ihls MQV shall be eonsirueii m obllgaUng Uio Uhiietl Siaicii ami Siaw of Michigan or any ofncerK, 
agents or employees ofrhc United States and State of Michigan to expcntl any flinds for response actions of 
remediation at thn Site in eirce^ii of ttpprupriaiions authorized by law. 

46. ihe rights and roeponRiMiiue^ contained in this MOU: 

a. are subject to Ihd availability of binding; 

b. Shan not create any legal or enforceable nghu for any Uilid party; and 

c. shall not he Uic bnsi« of any Ulird party challcngcj) or appeals. 

XIII, RESERVATIQN OF RICHTS 

47. NolwilJi.slantbng any priiviMon in Uiis MOU, UIB Parties reserve any and all ligliUs or aulhorily nnl irttnsferretlby 
this MOU. Ntrthing In any provision of this MOU limits or affects the authority not transferred by this MOU or 
(he ability of eiUier Party (o take any uUion uulboriecd by law. 

XiV. EXECUTION AND EFFEtrnVE DATE 

411, This MOV may be executed in eoanterparU. A copy wilh all of Ibc originally executed signature pagci afrixctl 
shail constllutc the orlfilnal MOU. 

49. The eiTeciivc date of this MOU .shall bfr (lie diiic of ilje stgnaiure of Oie last Fnriy lo slun. 

Signatures for; 

David Ullrich 
Regkmal Admlnistratior, U..S. Envlmnmenia] Proteclirm Agency, Region 5 

Russell Harding 
Olrcctor, Michigaxi Oeparuucnt ol Eiivifonmcatal Quality 

80-d 200-ON 6£:6 66'0£ Jew 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGIONS 

77 WEST JACKSON BOUIEVAUD 
CHICAGO. iL eoeo4-36dO 

FACSIMILE TTUNSMIITAL FORM 

Dats: 

Fwc Reci{de»lSt 

Fttx Sender: 

Telephone! 

FRxNiimberr 

SuhJocI: 

March 29,1999 

Alan D. Wassermfln, Coyiv??! for Cily of Dciioit - C?13) 9$1-6B79 
Bob Reichd. Michigan AuomcyOciici-al's Office - (517) 373-i<510 

SiovcftJ,Mura>v5ki 
AssUioni Rcgionol Counsel 
Unitsd States Envliumncntal rtotection Agency 
Rcjpon 5 
7? West Jadtson Boulevard (C-14J) 
CliicAgo, minnls 60604 

(312)88<?^74l 

(312) 886-0747 

EJ Meeting Notes 

Number of Pages (lochidlng cover sheet): 

CununenN: Attached arc the EJ notes that 1 tltiiik aio ftom the same nicciittg Santh T .ylc 
aiicndcd on March 25,1999. 
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Community Outroach Subgroup Chargo 

Public partlcipalion Is a key aspect to addressing environmental justice concerns in a 
proactive manner. In environmental juslice areas, extra efforts beyond the normal 
public participation roquiremenls of environmental statutes may be needed to engage 
the citizenry on an upcoming action by tha environmental regulatory agency. Outreach 
efforts may be necessary to ensure that the local community is Informed about the Issue 
and has meaningful opportunities to engage In the issue. This subgroup will make 
recommendations on what additional outreach or public participation efforts beyond 
those required by statute should ba undertaken in environmental justice areas. 

The Problem 

Often and even with full compliance with environmental statutes and the Michigan 
Administrative Procedures Act. residents of environmental justice areas in which new or 
modified facilities are proposed have great difficulty understanding the actual Impact 
that the facilrty will have on them. Residents may have difficulty receiving notice of the 
proposal due to minimal public notice requirements. Tha published public notices are 
hard to find (ind difficult to understand. Residents may lack the technical expertise and 
training necessary to objectively understand and evaluate the impacts of a facility. 

Public participation is normally limited to review of technical information organized and 
submitted to support compliance wilh specific regulatory requirements and permit 
approval. The information available by the permit process is often not in the form or 
content to address epecifie community interest nor Is It In an understandable format. 

Fulfillment of all statutory requirements and a valid permit are no guarantee the 
applicant's neighbors will feel comfortable that their health and the environment will be 
protected. 

Statement of Principles 

Permit applicants should voluntarily engage residents of environmental juslice areas in 
meaningful dialog when proposing new facilities and expansion of existing facilities. 

Permit applicants and regulatory agencies should voluntarily go beyond tha minimum 
public participation requirements of environmental statutes and the fyiichlgan 
AdmlniSlralive Procedures Act for proposed new faclliHes and expansions of an 
existing facilitlQs located in onvlronmenta! justice areas. 

OT'd £00"ON 5£:6 66'0£ QdB dNQ 
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Regulatory agencies and permit holders, who have demonstrated a competency in 
effective publio participation, Should provide assistance to potential permit applicants 
for proposed new facilities and expansions of an existing racllities located In 
environmental justice areas. 

Regulatory agencies and permit holders, who have demonstrated a competency in 
effective public participation, should provide technical assistance to communities 
located In environmental Justice areas where a proposed new facility or expansion of 
an existing facility la contemplated. 

Statutory Public Participation Raqulramente 

Statutes require that for proposals for major sources of and major modifications of 
sources of air pollution, the regulatory agency must provide public notice and an 
opportunity for a public hearing and comment prior to issuing its decision. The 
requirements of publishing public notices result in notices that are published In 
newspapers that are minimally effective, the public hearing is a quasijudlclal event that 
does not allow for any Interaction with area residents. Written and oral comments are 
accepted. The agency responds to the comments In writing, explaining why the agency 
did or did not with the comment without the chance of further interaction. 

Proposal 

The Community Outreach Workgroup proposes that potential permit appiicanta and 
actual applicants be encouraged to begin to worK with their neighboring communities as 
early as possible. The applicants should be advised by those with evperlence in 
successfully working with their own neighbors. Community members should nave 
objective technical resources available to them to assist them In understanding the 
impacts of the proposed facility or modification of a facility. Meetings between the 
applicant and the community should be held as early as possible, and preferably before 
a permit application Is submitted. 

The Community Outreach Workgroup proposes that a resource group be established. 
The group would consist of state and local agency personnel and holdera of permits 
located in environmental justice areas. The group would be available to provide 
technical assistance to the community. A second charge for the group would be to 
provide assistance to potential applicants regarding how to engage in effective public 
participation; 

The DEQ would support the resource group through a home page within tlioir imernel 
resources the home page could be used by both potential applicants and environmental 
justice communities. 

Tl'd £00"ON 017:6 66'0£ 0^3 ^NQ 
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Recent Example of Effective Public Participation 

The following i® a recent ejomple of the implementation of some of the above 
principlas. 

Dearborn Assembly Plant PnrH ^olnr (Company 

Ford Motor Company engaged in a series of meetings with community groups regarding 
installation of a new automobile painting operation at the Dearborn Assembly Plant. 
The purpose of the meetings waS to enhance and expand the publics participation in 
the permit review process by providing information regarding the facility plans and 
answer questione related to environmental affects of the proposed project. Regulations 
for major modifications provide for a 30-day public comment period, following MDEQ 
staff recommondatlon to issue a permit approving the proposed permit prior tO a fine! 
decision. Minor source modiflcations do not require a public comment period. Ford 
voluntarily lengthened the comment period for the Dearborn project to provide additional 
time for community involvement, 

Ford sought out and worked with an ad hoc group Of local community organisations 
representing a cross section of ethnic, health and environmental interests. The ad hoc 
group provided a venue for sharing information and addressing concerns with those In 
the Rouge area community most likely to be interested In the facility plans. The 
community groups brought a focuood interest In area air qyqlity and it's relation to 
health concerns. The groups participating represented Arabic, American Indian and 
Hispanic ethnic communities, several local health clinics, and local and regional 
environmental activist organizations. 

Tha meetings provided an opportunity to describe the proposed facility modifications, 
the beneficial environmental affects of the project and the importance of the project to 
the economic viability of the assembly plant in a way that was responsive to the local 
community's Interests. This type of exchange and communication is not possible In the 
normal permit procees. 

Communication related initially specific to the painting facility has provided an 
opportunity for expanded dialog on a wide range af topics of interest to the local 
community. Information exchanges tiave occurred related tO Ford environmental 
management practices, emgrgency preparedness, Y2K readiness, and other facility 
plans. The process has improved the Company's awareness and understanding of 
issues of interest and concern to the community. Ford views the process as a success 
and will seek to remain actively engaged in dialog with the community groups. 

Zl'd £00'ON Tt7:6 66'0£ 0^3 ^NQ 



STATE OF MICHIGAN 

REPLY TO; 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE DIVISION 
KNAPPS CENTRE 
PO BOX 30426 

JOHN ENGLER, Governor LANSINGMI 48909-7926 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

"Better Service for a Better Environment" 

HOLLISTER BUILDING, PO BOX 30473, LANSING Ml 48909-7973 

INTERNET: WWW.DEQ.STATE.MI.US 

RUSSELL J. HARDING, Director 

[Date] 

Mr. Timothy J. Metcalf 
Allied Signal, Inc. 
P.O. Box 1139 
101 Columbia Road 
Morristown, New Jersey 07962-1139 

Dear Mr. Metcalf; 

SUBJECT: Redevelopment Plan for the Former Detroit Coke Corporation Facility, Detroit, 
Michigan April 12,1999 

The Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ), Environmental Response Division, 
has reviewed the Redevelopment Plan submitted at our meeting on April 12, 1999. In general we 
view the plan as a positive step in the remediation and redevelopment of the former Detroit Coke site. 
The following comments on the plan follow the outline of Conditions to Evaluate in Assessing 
Compliance with Part 201 Cleanup Criteria Worksheet, which can be foimd on the DEQ/ERD 
homepage at http://www.deq.state.mi.us/erd/. 

Source Control 

lA) Free Phase Liquids 
The Plan addresses free phase liquids with a combination of excavation and seven product 
capture wells. The wells will be designed to capture DNAPLs and LNAPLs. The wells will be 
located in areas of known product (based upon well and test pit data). It is unclear whether the 
seven wells will he adequate. The effective radius of capture for the free product is unknown and 
other free product may exist. A more robust system may be needed with wells spaced more 
conservatively (closer). This will ensure that adequate capture occurs and will allow for shut 
down and maintenance of the wells (which will be inevitable). An alternate approach would be 
to allow for a limited number of wells with extensive monitoring such that free product will be 
detected if it escapes the system. 

EQPOIOOe 
(Rev. 1/98) 

http://www.deq.state.mi.us/erd/


The Plan implies that the proposed slurry wall will also serve to prevent migration of free product. There 
needs to be a demonstration, that the free phase liquids and contaminated groundwater will not 
compromise the integrity of the slurrywall. 

Source Control. Other 
The Plan also proposes to excavate (remove) tar from the three existing ASTs and liquid tar in 
the Tar Tank Solid Waste Management Unit (SWMU). Excavation will occur to the water table 
(or visual). In addition, point source removal is proposed, but is only plaimed for the area around 
Test Pit 1. Some soils may be consolidated into the cover or cap materials. The Plan does not 
state the objective of this source removal action, but the objective appears to be to remove the 
easily accessible source material. Other source material will remain below the water table in the 
removal areas and may remain undetected in other areas. 

Risks to Due to Groundwater Contamination 

2) Drinking Water Usage 
The Plan does not specifically address drinking water usage. Groundwater use must be reliably 
restricted. 

3) Dermal exposures 
The criterion for Naphthalene is 31,000 ppb. Although this level has apparently not been 
detected in groundwater at the site, the levels in groundwater have not been completely 
characterized. It is reasonable to expect these levels in the source areas. Considering that this is 
a presumptive remedy, use restrictions covering Dermal Exposure should be implemented. The 
restriction should encompass the majority of the north portions of the site. For simplicity this 
could be the area behind the proposed slurry wall. 

4) Indoor Air 
The development Plan apparently incorporates vapor barrier and control as part of the Due Care 
provision. This same language should be included in the Plan as a restriction to address this 
exposure route. 

5) Hazards to Surface Water 
This is one of the most critical exposure pathways for the site. Preliminary discussions 
with the SWQD indicate that several site contaminants (ammonia and cyanide) will 
exceed criteria. Containment must be designed to prevent the migration of groundwater 
from the upgradient source areas into the river. The proposed poly wall location encloses 
approximately 40 acres of the 70-acre site. The poly wall should extend as close as 
possible to the rivers to maximize the containment area. It appears that the wall could be 
effectively keyed into the clay as close as 200 feet of the rivers at most locations. This 
would reduce the volume of contaminated groundwater entering into the rivers. Data and 
supporting permeability calculations must be provided to demonstrate compatibility of 
the proposed bentonite-soil slurry and geomembrane with site materials including high 
pH groimdwater. Furthermore, data must be provided that demonstrates that the existing 
fill material when mixed with bentonite is capable of producing a low conductivity 
barrier to site groundwater. Allied Signal should also provide a detailed construction 
quality assurance (CQA) plan for construction of the poly wall. Copies of maps showing 



the locations of subsurface utilities and structures that will remain at the site. The poly 
wall construction plans should provide construction details of all wall penetrations, 
methods for sealing the penetrations, and a plan to document the wall integrity at those 
locations. 

The Plan proposes to use a slurry wall to "control lateral migration of impacted 
groundwater". The Plan does not indicate how groundwater will be controlled behind 
this wall. Calculations suggest that volumes as great as 20,000 gallons per day flow from 
the site. The Plan needs to clearly demonstrate that groundwater will be controlled. This 
could be a combination of the slurry wall and infiltration limitation via a cap and northern 
wall with limited extraction, or more aggressive extraction of groundwater along the wall 
with no northern slurry wall. The Plan proposes to use the existing fill material and 
plaimed construction as an infiltration barrier. If infiltration is part of the groundwater 
control system, then the Plan must include specifications regarding infiltration limitations 
other than to use proposed construction. 

The proposed Work Plan does not incorporate active remediation of groundwater outside 
the poly wall enclosure. The groundwater outside the proposed poly wall contains 
ammonia, benzene, cyanide, and naphthalene at concentrations that exceed the GSI 
criteria. Groimdwater outside the proposed containment area must be captured or a 
mixing zone determination must be obtained, which demonstrates compliance with Part 
201 criteria. 

In a conversation with an MDEQ-SWQD representative, we were informed that acute 
criteria for ammonia and cyanide would be specified for the Detroit Coke Site. For other 
sites along the Detroit River, the acute ammonia concentration was approximately 300 
ug/1 and the acute cyanide concentration was approximately 40 ug/1. As these are acute 
levels, there is no provision or allowance for dilution of these compounds venting at the 
GSI. 

Calculations should be completed to estimate the daily mass loading of ammonia and 
cyanide into the Detroit River and the Rouge River from the mass of ammonia and 
cyanide present in the fill material located outside the poly wall. This information will 
assist the DEQ in assessing the significance of the contaminated groundwater migrating 
to the rivers. 

Risks due to Soil Contamination 

6) Direct Contact 
Tars and other contaminates above direct contact criteria will remain in place. Reliable 
restrictions and or cover are needed for the entire property. 

7,8) Inhalation 
Considering that this is a presumptive remedy, and that tars will remain on site, restrictions 
should be placed on the entire site. The Plan should include specifications regarding vapor 
migration prevention, preferably some type of synthetic barrier. 



9,10,11) Injury to Groundwater 
As with the previous comments, the remedy is presumptive and tars will remain in place. These 
tars have been demonstrated to leach above one or several of these criteria. The soils and tars 
would continue to leach and generate groundwater that exceeds criteria. This pathway therefore 
would continue to present a risk to the groundwater at the site. An infiltration barrier could act to 
decrease this risk and should be considered as part of the presumptive remedy. Barriers or caps 
are a typical component of landfill presumptive remedies. Considering the proximity of the 
groundwater to the source and the data confirming that leaching is continuing, an infiltration 
barrier should be part of site source control. 

12) Soil runoff to surface water 
This is likely a very crucial pathway considering the extent of impacted soils on site. 
Apparently data exist indicating that the River sediments have been impacted at this location. 
Considering that the site is located at the junction of the Detroit River and the Rouge River it will 
be difficult to identify the source of that sediment contamination. 1 recommend that these data be 
reviewed prior to any decisions regarding remedial action. 

The Plan proposes to contain all storm water. This is a necessary part of the Plan unless it can be 
demonstrated that storm water will not contact site soils. It may also be possible to construct 
some type of sediment control structure to prevent the migration of site sediments into the River. 
Storm water regulations would need to be met as part of the Plan. Further discussion is needed 
regarding this pathway. 

Groundwater Monitoring 

The groundwater monitoring plan needs to include groundwater wells within and outside of the 
slurry wall, wells adjacent to the river and upgradient, treatment system influent and effluent, and 
storm water runoff and sediments. The system must be designed so that system failures can be 
addressed in a period of time such that contingencies can be implemented, if necessary. In 
addition the monitoring plan must produce an adequate data set such that seasonal variations in 
groundwater flow and variations in the levels of contamination can be characterized adequately. 
These objectives necessitate a complex plan with various target and review points. The proposed 
monitoring plan includes 3 years of perimeter monitoring. This will not meet the above 
objectives and the Plan needs to be modified. 

Contingency Plan 

The Plan should include a contingency plan to address possible failure of any of the proposed 
remedial measures. The contingency plan should incorporate clear triggers and steps to be taken 
with each trigger. Triggers should include increased levels of target compoimds in downgradient 
wells, increased levels of target compounds in storm sediments, groundwater treatment system 
breakthrough, injection well failure, etc. 

If you should have further questions or concems, please contact Edward Novak, Environmental 
Response Division, Southeast Michigan District Detroit Office, at 313-392-6527. 



Sincerely, 

Andrew Hogarth, Assistant Chief 
Environmental Response Division 
517-373-9838 

cc: Mr. Edward Novak, MDEQ 
Mr. Steve Hoin, MDEQ 
Ms. Caroline Olmsted, MDEQ 
Mr. Pete Quackenbush, MDEQ 
Mr. Robert Reichel, Assistant AG 
Mr. Peter Manning, Assistant AG 
Mr. Allan Melzer, USEPA 
Ms. Sarah Lile, City of Detroit 
Ms. Karen O'Donahue, DEGC 
Ms. Sharon Newlon, Dickinson-Wright 
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STATE OF MICHIGAN 

I 
REPLY To: 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE DIVISION 
KNAPPS CENTRE 
PO BOX 30426 

JOHN ENGLER, Governor LANSINGMI 48909-7926 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

"Better Service for a Better Environment" 

HOLLISTER BUILDING, Po BOX 30473, LANSING Ml 48909-7973 

INTERNET: WWW.DEQ.STATE.MI.US 

RUSSELL J. HARDING, Director 

[Date] 

Mr. Timothy J. Metcalf 
Allied Signal, Inc. 
P.O. Box 1139 
101 Columbia Road 
Morristown, New Jersey 07962-1139 

Dear Mr. Metcalf: 

Thank you for the Redevelopment Plan for the Former Detroit Coke Corporation Property (the 
Property), which you provided to the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) 
on April 12, 1999. We view the plan as a positive step in the remediation and redevelopment of 
the Property. We have reviewed the Redevelopment Plan, and have prepared this letter to 
provide you with our written comments. 

The MDEQ is currently negotiating a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency to allow MDEQ to be the lead regulatory agency in the 
remediation of the Property and allow the remediation to proceed in accordance with Part 201 of 
the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 451, as amended, (NREPA). 
Part 201 of the NREPA requires remediation of the entire facility. The "facility", as defined in 
Part 201 of the NREPA, extends beyond the boundaries of the Property. The MOU anticipates 
the entry of a legally enforceable agreement (Agreement) between the state and Allied Signal, 
Inc. (Allied). The MDEQ intends to include in the Agreement all the necessary elements to 
support the implementation of an MDEQ-approved interim response to expedite the 
redevelopment and remediation of the Property portion of the facility, and augment it with a 
remedial action plan (RAP) for the entire facility, defined and regulated by Part 201 of the 
NREPA. More specifically, MDEQ intends to include the following performance standards in 
the Agreement: 

1) The remediation of the facility that complies with Part 201 of the NREPA. 
2) The implementation of an MDEQ-approved Redevelopment Plan at the Property as an 
interim response. The elements of an MDEQ-approved interim response include: 

EOF 01008 
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I 
A. Source control necessary to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of the 
remedial action and promote the redevelopment of the Property; 
B. Land use or resource use restrictions necessary to preclude unacceptable 
exposure to hazardous substances at the Property; and, 
C. Financial assurance, in a mechanism acceptable to the MDEQ to pay for 
monitoring, operation and maintenance, oversight, and other costs necessary to 
ensure the effectiveness and integrity of the interim response activity. 

The Redevelopment Plan addresses the removal of a portion of the observed free phase liquid 
and free phase liquid saturated fill material. In addition, the plan presents the use of a 
containment wall barrier to contain the contamination for the majority of the Property. The plan 
acknowledges the existence of impacted groundwater outside the containment wall and proposes 
a three-year period for monitoring groundwater quality outside the wall. The groundwater 
monitoring plan will be reevaluated at the conclusion of the three-year monitoring period. In 
general, this approach is acceptable. However, a number of issues regarding the details of the 
design and performance measures, in particular the contaminated groundwater outside the 
containment barrier, remain to be worked out. Our comments regarding these matters are 
attached. 

The Redevelopment Plan provided by Allied, in conjunction with the construction anticipated as 
part of the actual redevelopment of the Property, includes presumptive remedies which, when 
combined with appropriate land use restrictions, will enable the project to proceed without full 
characterization of the contamination at the Property. Please be aware that without the 
appropriate presumptive remedies and use restrictions, additional characterization of 
contamination will be required. 

Please modify your Redevelopment Plan to incorporate the elements we have identified that are 
necessary to fulfill the requirements of a comprehensive interim response for the Property. This 
submittal, if approveable to the MDEQ, would serve as the interim scope of work for any 
Agreement that we reach. 

If you should have further questions or concerns, please contact Edward Novak, Environmental 
Response Division, Southeast Michigan District Detroit Office, at 313-392-6527, or contact me 
directly. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew Hogarth, Assistant Chief 
Environmental Response Division 
517-373-9838 

cc: Ms. Sarah Lile, City of Detroit 
Ms. Sharon Newlon, Dickinson-Wright f 
Ms. Karen O'Donahue, DEGC 
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Mr. Allen Melcer, USEPA 
Mr. Robert Reichel, Assistant AG 
Mr. Peter Manning, Assistant AG 
Mr. Pete Quackenbush, MDEQ I 
Mr. Edward Novak, MDEQ 
Mr. Steve Hoin, MDEQ 
Ms. Carrie Olmsted, MDEQ j 
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I TECHNICAL COMMENTS 

The following comments on the plan follow the outline of Conditions to Evaluate in Assessing 
Compliance with Part 201 Cleanup Criteria Worksheet, which can be found on the DEQ/ERD 
homepage at http://www.deq.state.mi.us/erd/. 

Source Control 

lA) Free Phase Liquids 
The Plan addresses free phase liquids with a combination of excavation and seven product 
capture wells. The wells will be designed to capture DNAPLs and LNAPLs. The wells will be 
located in areas of known product (based upon well and test pit data). It is unclear whether the 
seven wells will be adequate. The effective radius of capture for the free product is unknown and 
other free product may exist. A more robust system may be needed with wells spaced more 
conservatively (closer). This will ensure that adequate capture occurs and will allow for shut 
down and maintenance of the wells (which will be inevitable). An alternate approach would be 
to allow for a limited number of wells with extensive monitoring such that free product -will be 
detected if it escapes the system. 

The Plan implies that the proposed containment wall will also serve to prevent migration of free 
product. There needs to be a demonstration, that the free phase liquids and contaminated 
groundwater will not compromise the integrity of the containment wall. 

Source Control. Other 
The Plan also proposes to excavate (remove) tar from the three existing ASTs and liquid tar in 
the Tar Tank Solid Waste Management Unit (SWMU). Excavation will occur to the water table 
(or visual). In addition, point source removal is proposed, but is only planned for the area around 
Test Pit 1. Some soils may be consolidated into the cover or cap materials. The Plan does not 
state the objective of this source removal action, but the objective appears to be to remove the 
easily accessible source material. Other source material will remain below the water table in the 
removal areas and may remain undetected in other areas. 

Risks Due to Groundwater Contamination 

2) Drinking Water Usage 
The Plan does not specifically address drinking water usage. Grovmdwater use must be reliably 
restricted. 

3) Dermal exposures 
The criterion for Naphthalene is 31,000 ppb. Although this level has apparently not been 
detected in groundwater at the Property, the levels in groundwater have not been completely 
characterized. It is reasonable to expect these levels in the source areas. Considering that this is 
a presumptive remedy, use restrictions covering Dermal Exposure should be implemented. The 
restriction should encompass the majority of the north portions of the Property. For simplicity 
this could be the area behind the proposed containment wall. 

http://www.deq.state.mi.us/erd/
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4) Indoor Air 
The development Plan apparently incorporates vapor barrier and control as part of the Due Care 
provision. This same language should be included in the Plan as a restriction to address this 
exposure route. 

5) Hazards to Surface Water 
This is one of the most critical exposure pathways for the Property. Preliminary 
discussions with the SWQD indicate that several contaminants (ammonia and cyanide) 
will exceed criteria. Containment must be designed to prevent the migration of 
groundwater from the upgradient source areas into the river. The proposed containment 
wall location encloses approximately 40 acres of the 70-acre Property. The containment 
wall should extend as close as possible to the rivers to maximize the containment area. It 
appears that the wall could be effectively keyed into the clay as close as 200 feet of the 
rivers at most locations. This would reduce the volume of contaminated groimdwater 
entering into the rivers. Data and supporting permeability calculations must be provided 
to demonstrate compatibility of the proposed bentonite-soil containment and 
geomembrane with site materials including high pH groundwater. Furthermore, data 
must be provided that demonstrates that the existing fill material when mixed with 
bentonite is capable of producing a low conductivity barrier to groundwater. Allied 
Signal should also provide a detailed construction quality assurance (CQA) plan for 
construction of the contaimnent wall. Copies of maps showing the locations of subsurface 
utilities and structures that will remain at the Property. The containment wall 
construction plans should provide construction details of all wall penetrations, methods 
for sealing the penetrations, and a plan to document the wall integrity at those locations. 

The Plan proposes to use a containment wall to "control lateral migration of impacted 
groundwater". The Plan does not indicate how groundwater will be controlled behind 
this wall. Calculations suggest that volumes as great as 20,000 gallons per day flow from 
the Property. The Plan needs to clearly demonstrate that groundwater will be controlled. 
This could be a combination of the containment wall and infiltration limitation via a cap 
and northern wall with limited extraction, or more aggressive extraction of groundwater 
along the wall with no northern containment wall. The Plan proposes to use the existing 
fill material and planned construction as an infiltration barrier. If infiltration is part of the 
groundwater control system, then the Plan must include specifications regarding 
infiltration limitations other than to use proposed construction. 

The proposed Work Plan does not incorporate active remediation of groundwater outside 
the containment wall enclosure. The groundwater outside the proposed containment wall 
contains ammonia, benzene, cyanide, and naphthalene at concentrations that exceed the 
GSI criteria. Groundwater outside the proposed containment area must be captured or a 
mixing zone determination must be obtained, which demonstrates compliance with Part 
201 criteria. 

In a conversation with an MDEQ-SWQD representative, we were informed that acute 
criteria for ammonia and cyanide would be specified for the Detroit Coke Property. For 
other sites along the Detroit River, the acute ammonia concentration was approximately 
300 ug/1 and the acute cyanide concentration was approximately 40 ug/1. As these are 



I 
acute levels, there is no provision or allowance for dilution of these compounds venting at 
the GSI. 

Calculations should be completed to estimate the daily mass loading of 
ammonia and cyanide into the Detroit River and the Rouge River from the 
mass of ammonia and cyanide present in the fill material located outside 
the containment wall. This information will assist the DEQ in assessing 
the significance of the contaminated groundwater migrating to the rivers. 

Risks due to Soil Contamination 

6) Direct Contact 
Tars and other contaminates above direct contact criteria will remain in place. Reliable 
restrictions and or cover are needed for the entire property. 

7,8) Inhalation 
Considering that this is a presumptive remedy, and that tars will remain on site, restrictions 
should be placed on the entire Property. The Plan should include specifications regarding vapor 
migration prevention, preferably some type of synthetic barrier. 

9.10.111 Iniurv to Groundwater 
As with the previous comments, the remedy is presumptive and tars will remain in place. These 
tars have been demonstrated to leach above one or several of these criteria. The soils and tars 
would continue to leach and generate groimdwater that exceeds criteria. This pathway therefore 
would continue to present a risk to the groundwater at the Property. An infiltration barrier could 
act to decrease this risk and should be considered as part of the presumptive remedy. Barriers or 
caps are a typical component of landfill presumptive remedies. Considering the proximity of the 
groundwater to the source and the data confirming that leaching is continuing, an infiltration 
barrier should be part of source control at the Property. 

12) Soil runoff to surface water 
This is likely a very crucial pathway considering the extent of impacted soils on Property. 
Apparently data exist indicating that the River sediments have been impacted at this location. 
Considering that the Property is located at the junction of the Detroit River and the Rouge River 
it will be difficult to identify the source of that sediment contamination. I recommend that these 
data be reviewed prior to any decisions regarding remedial action. 

The Plan proposes to contain all storm water. This is a necessary part of the Plan unless it can be 
demonstrated that storm water will not contact soils on the Property. It may also be possible to 
construct some type of sediment control structure to prevent the migration of sediments from the 
Property into the River. Storm water regulations would need to be met as part of the Plan. 
Further discussion is needed regarding this pathway. 

t 



I Groundwater Monitoring 

The groundwater monitoring plan needs to include groundwater wells within and outside of the 
containment wall, wells adjacent to the river and upgradient, treatment system influent and 
effluent, and storm water runoff eind sediments. The system must be designed so that system 
failures can be addressed in a period of time such that contingencies can be implemented, if 
necessary. In addition the monitoring plan must produce an adequate data set such that seasonal 
variations in groundwater flow and variations in the levels of contamination can be characterized 
adequately. These objectives necessitate a complex plan with various target and review points. 
The proposed monitoring plan includes 3 years of perimeter monitoring. This will not meet the 
above objectives and the Plan needs to be modified. 

Contingency Plan 

The Plan should include a contingency plan to address possible failure of any of the proposed 
remedial measures. The contingency plan should incorporate clear triggers and steps to be taken 
with each trigger. Triggers should include increased levels of target compounds in downgradient 
wells, increased levels of target compounds in storm sediments, groundwater treatment system 
breakthrough, injection well failure, etc. 



t Contacts: UIC - Allen Melcer, (312)886-1498; RCRA - Greg Rudloff (312)886-0455; ORG - Steven 
Murawski, (312)886-6741 

Purpose: 
The purpose of this options paper is to provide management, through the Division Director level, with 
sufficient information regarding the Detroit Coke corrective action to allow them to direct their staff as to 
the preferred course of action. This paper describes the current status of the Detroit Coke corrective 
action, and presents options for USE? A to consider in deciding how to remediate a specific portion of the 
Site and provide assurance of no-liability to the end user of that portion of the Site while continuing 
corrective action activities on the rest of the Site. Part I of the paper offers a brief summary of the three 
options and the recommendation developed by USEPA staff. Part 11 of the paper offers a fiill discussion 
of the three options including advantages and disadvantages of choosing the specific option. 

PARTI 
BRIEF SUMMARY 

USEPA staff has outlined three different options to remediate the Detroit Coke Site. When drafting the 
options, USEPA staff attempted to include all of the major concerns of the USEPA, the City of Detroit 
and MDEQ. 

Option I: Clean-up and Acquisition 
A. Detroit Coke or MDEQ remediates the 25-acre portion of the property desired by 

the City of Detroit under USEPA Corrective Action Authority in the existing UIC 
permits. 

B. USEPA provides a certification of remedy completion for the 25-acre portion of the 
site after the remediation (if regulatory and statutory requirements are fulfilled). 

C. Detroit Coke transfers the 25-acre portion of the property to the City of Detroit 
and USEPA redefines the Detroit Coke Site in the existing UIC permits. 

Option 2: Acquisition and Clean-up 
A. The City of Detroit acquires the 25-acre portion of the property desired from 

Detroit Coke and USEPA redefines Detroit Coke Site in the existing UIC permits. 

B. MDEQ issues a corrective action permit or order to the City of Detroit; however, 
MDEQ remediates the 25-acre portion of the Site. 

C. MDEQ provides a certification of remedy completion for the 25-acre portion of the 
site. 

Option 3: Clean-up, Acquisition and New Permit Issuance 
A. Detroit Coke or MDEQ remediates the 25-acre portion of the property desired by 

the City of Detroit under USEPA Corrective Action Authority in the existing UIC 
permits; simultaneously, Allied-Signal applies for UIC permits currently held by 
Detroit Coke. 



t B. USEPA provides a certification of remedy completion for the 25-acre portion of the 
site after the remediation (if regulatory and statutory requirements are fulfilled). 

C. Detroit Coke transfers the 25-acre portion of the property to the City of Detroit 
and USEPA issues to Allied-Signal UIC permits that do not include the 25-acre 
portion of the site. 

Recommendation: The staff believes that Options 1 and 3 are equally acceptable options. However, any 
Option chosen would require the City of Detroit to enter into potentially extensive negotiations with 
Detroit Coke, Allied-Signal and MDEQ. Furthermore, until the City negotiates an agreement with the 
current site owners, the staff recommend that USEPA continue to enforce the current corrective action 
requirements imposed upon the current UIC permit holders, Detroit Coke. Moreover, until MDEQ issues 
a corrective action permit or order to an owner or operator of the site, USEPA must continue to maintain 
the lead of the corrective action requirements at the site. 

PARXn 
DISCUSSION 

Background: 
The Detroit Coke facility (Site), located in an Environmental Justice community at the confluence of the 
Detroit and Rouge rivers, is in southwest Detroit, adjacent to the Zug Island industrial complex. Detroit 
Coke was a coking facility, formerly owned by Allied-Signal Corp., that produced waste ammonia liquor 
which was disposed of into three on-site Class I hazardous waste underground injection control (UIC) 
wells. In September 1990, the Detroit Coke facility closed down. In June 1995, UIC well #1 was 
plugged. The current Federal UIC permits issued to Detroit Coke have site-wide corrective action 
requirements in them because Federal UIC permits are RCRA permits by rule and therefore include 
corrective action requirements. At the time the UIC permits were originally issued to Detroit Coke on 
September 26, 1991, the State of Michigan was not authorized to administer RCRA corrective action 
permits. However, on April 8, 1996, USEPA approved Michigan's corrective action program and 
authorized Michigan to administer RCRA corrective action permits. Pursuant to the existing UIC permits' 
corrective action provisions, Detroit Coke first submitted a RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) workplan 
to USEPA for review and approval on April 1, 1996. USEPA suspended review of Detroit Coke's 
revised RFI workplan when USEPA learned that MDEQ began a State-funded RFI on February 23, 1998. 

MDEQ began the State-funded workplan due, in part, to a recently approved plan to construct casino 
gambling facilities in Detroit. The chosen location for the casinos is currently occupied by cement storage 
silos. The City of Detroit (City) proposes relocating the cement silos to the Detroit Coke Site in order to 
make room for the casinos. The City is prompting the MDEQ to take the lead for corrective action in 
order to conduct an expedited clean-up. 

Detroit Coke recently defaulted on its property taxes, causing the ownership of the Site to become 
clouded. However, Allied-Signal has recently paid the back taxes, thus redeeming Detroit Coke's 
ownership of the Site. From February, 1998, through June, 1998, the time when title to the Site was 
clouded, the MDEQ completed a State-funded facility investigation which shows extensive soil and water 
contamination. The contaminants are mainly coal tar constituents and metals. Contamination in numerous 
places exceeds state risk-based clean-up levels. Free product consisting of coal tar/coal oil was found in 
monitor wells and soil borings and appears to be ubiquitous throughout the Site. The corrective action 



i activities pursuant to the UIC permits and funded by both Detroit Coke and Allied-Signal, have been 
suspended due to the State's mobilization on-site, but may be resumed in the near future due to the length 
of time required to transfer the corrective action lead from USEPA to the State. 

On August 19, 1998, the City of Detroit expressed their desire to purchase or otherwise obtain title to 
approximately 25 acres of the Site along the Detroit River. Afterward, the City would like to transfer the 
25-acre parcel to three cement silo companies to compensate the companies for their property in the 
riverfront district where the casinos are to be built. However, the City does not want to assume corrective 
action liability for the parcel, nor do the cement companies. The City, MDEQ and USEPA have been 
exploring ways in which the parcel can be transferred to an end user (the cement companies) without 
incurring RCRA liability for past contamination. 

Issues: 
1. 

2. 

Options: 

Can USEPA separate a relatively clean portion of a RCRA corrective action site from the 
more contaminated areas and allow that portion to be cleaned and sold to an end user? 

After completion of the remediation, what assurances can USEPA provide to end users 
regarding RCRA corrective action liability? 

Clean-up and Acquisition; Initially, the City, MDEQ and Detroit Coke would have to 
come to an agreement on the following sequence of steps. Under the existing Corrective 
Action authority of the UIC permits, the 25-acre portion of the Site desired by the City is 
remediated. Then, USEPA approves a certification of remedy completion to Detroit Coke 
that the 25-acre portion of the Site has been remediated according to statutory and 
regulatory requirements. USEPA, on Detroit Coke's request, modifies the UIC permits to 
remove the remediated portion from corrective action requirements. Simultaneously, the 
25-acre parcel is surveyed and given a tax ID separate from the rest of the Detroit Coke 
facility. Afterward, the Site is acquired by the City of Detroit. Finally, the City transfers 
the property to the cement silo companies. 

A. Advantages 

1) MDEQ would not have to issue a corrective action permit or order to the 
City for the 25-acre parcel as would be required if Option 2 is selected. 

2) This option provides a USEPA and MDEQ RCRA liability shield for the 
City and any end user of the 25-acre parcel. 

3) Site remediation would occur more quickly under this option than under an 
option that requires transfer of the property prior to remediation (e.x. 
Option 2). 

# 



t B. Disadvantages 

1) If the City of Detroit enters into a contract with Detroit Coke, Detroit Coke 
could renege on their contract/promise to transfer the property to the City 
after remediation of the 25-acre portion of the property is complete. A 
possible solution is to enter into a contract prior to remediation which 
clearly outlines the property transfer and provides for liquidated damages 
for breach of contract. 

2) After the clean-up, future releases (e.x. migration of contaminated 
groundwater) could occur from the northern portion of the Site to the 25-
acre portion of the Site. A possible solution is to include an indemnification 
clause in the property transfer from Detroit Coke to the City of Detroit 
which would hold Detroit Coke liable for releases it caused before or after 
the property transfer; the indemnification clause could also address access 
issues between Detroit Coke and the City/end user should a future release 
occur. 

3) If the City acquires the property through eminent domain, ownership can be 
tied up in Michigan State Court arguing about whether eminent domain 
requirements were satisfied by the City of Detroit. A possible solution is to 
enter into a consensual agreement which transfers the property. 

4) USEPA would have to modify facially expired UIC permits to modify 
corrective action requirements against Detroit Coke. 

2. Acquisition and Clean-np; The 25-acre parcel desired by the City is surveyed and given a 
tax ID separate from the rest of the Detroit Coke facility. Then, the City acquires the 25-
acre portion of the Site from Detroit Coke. Afterward, MDEQ issues a corrective action 
permit or order to the City for the 25-acre portion of the Site. USEPA modifies the facially 
expired UIC permits to remove the 25 acres from the facility. However, MDEQ 
remediates the 25-acre portion of the Site. Next, USEPA and/or MDEQ provide written 
assurance to the City that the 25-acre portion of the Site has been remediated according to 
statutory and regulatory requirements. Finally, the City transfers the property to the 
cement silo companies. 

A. Advantages 

1) Avoids the possibility that Detroit Coke could renege on transfer of the 
property after MDEQ performs the clean-up. 

2) This option potentially provides a USEPA and MDEQ RCRA liability shield 
for the City and any end user of the 25-acre parcel. However, this 
advantage is dependent upon USEPA's ability to maintain oversight, review 
and concurrence authority. 



t B. Disadvantages 

1) After the clean-up, fijture releases (e.x. migration of contaminated 
groundwater) could occur from the northern portion of the Site to the 25-
acre portion of the Site. A possible solution is to include an indemnification 
clause in the property transfer from Detroit Coke to the City of Detroit 
which would hold Detroit Coke liable for releases it caused before or after 
the property transfer; the indemnification clause could also address access 
issues between Detroit Coke and the City/end user should a future release 
occur. 

2) If the City acquires the property through eminent domain, ownership can be 
tied up in Michigan State Court arguing about whether eminent domain 
requirements were satisfied by the City of Detroit. A possible solution is to 
enter into a consensual agreement which transfers the property. 

3) USEPA would have to modify facially expired UIC permits to maintain 
corrective action requirements against Detroit Coke. 

4) A conflict of interest could arise if the MDEQ Waste Management branch 
has to approve a certification of remedy completion for a remedy 
implemented by MDEQ ERD's contractor. A possible solution is to 
provide for USEPA oversight, review and concurrence in a Memorandum 
of Understanding (MOU) between USEPA and MDEQ. 

5) USEPA cannot approve a certification of remedy completion for a clean-up 
performed under the authority of MDEQ unless USEPA maintains 
oversight, review and concurrence authority. A possible solution is to 
provide for USEPA oversight, review and concurrence in an MOU between 
USEPA and MDEQ. 

3. Clean-up, Acquisition and New Permit Issuance; The City of Detroit, Detroit Coke and 
Allied-Signal could draft an agreement outlining the details of remediation and transfer to 
the City of the 25-acre portion of the Site. The 25-acre parcel should also be surveyed and 
given a tax ED separate from the rest of the Detroit Coke facility. While the remediation is 
being performed, Allied-Signal would submit an application to USEPA to take over the 
two injection wells from Detroit Coke. When remediation of the 25-acre portion of the 
Site is complete and Detroit Coke transfers ownership of the 25-acre portion of the Site to 
the City of Detroit, USEPA would provide written approval of remedy completion to 
Detroit Coke that the 25-acre portion of the Site has been remediated according to 
statutory and regulatory requirements. Finally, USEPA would issue UIC permits to 
Allied-Signal with corrective action requirements that do not include the 25-acre parcel. 



A. Advantages 

1) This option releases the 25-acre portion of the Site from corrective action 
requirements in the existing UIC permits while eliminating the necessity for 
the USEPA to modify the facially expired UIC permits. 

2) MDEQ would not have to issue a corrective action permit or order to the 
City for the 25-acre parcel as would be required if Option 2 is selected. 

3) This option provides a USEPA and MDEQ RCRA liability shield for the 
City and any end user of the 25-acre parcel. 

4) Site remediation would occur more quickly under this option than under an 
option that requires transfer of the property prior to remediation (e.x. 
Option 2). 

5) This option allows USEPA to directly impose RCRA corrective 
requirements on Allied-Signal rather than allowing Allied-Signal to continue 
acting in a voluntary capacity for Detroit Coke. 

B. Disadvantages 

1) Under this Option, timing of USEPA's issuance of the UIC permits to 
Allied-Signal and the completion of corrective action on the 25-acre parcel 
would be difficult to coordinate. This difficulty arises because Allied-Signal 
would be subject to the complete UIC permitting process which includes 
public comment periods and the right to appeal USEPA's permitting 
decision. 

2) This Option would require a high level of cooperation between Allied-
Signal, Detroit Coke and the City of Detroit to ensure that the timing of the 
issuance of the UIC permits and the completion of the remediation of the 
25-acre portion of the property are properly coordinated. Thus far, the 
three parties have shown little ability to achieve such cooperation. 

3) This option depends upon Allied-Signal's willingness to submit UIC permit 
applications to USEPA and to assume responsibility for the two UIC wells. 

4) If the City of Detroit enters into a contract with Detroit Coke, Detroit Coke 
could renege on their contract/promise to transfer the property to the City 
after the remediation of the 25-acre portion of the property. A possible 
solution is to enter into a contract prior to the remediation which clearly 
outlines the property transfer and provides for liquidated damages for 
breach of contract. 



f Concerns: 
1. USEPA is concerned that, under pressure from the City, MDEQ may not adequately 

address contaminated sediments and discharge of contaminated ground water to the Detroit 
and Rouge Rivers. This concern may be addressed by including oversight requirements in 
an MOU between MDEQ and USEPA. 

2. USEPA also remains concerned about the remediation of the remaining portion of the 
Detroit Coke Site. 

3. The community needs to be involved in the decision-making process because of potential 
disproportionate impacts in this Environmental Justice area. The community lacks 
confidence in MDEQ's ability to perform an adequate clean-up, believes that fugitive dust 
from the cement silos proposed for the Site may contribute to existing air quality problems 
in the area, and voices some concern about possible increased truck traffic that may occur 
if the silos are installed. These concerns may be addressed by ensuring that an MOU 
between MDEQ and USEPA contains increased public participation requirements. 

Recommendation: 

The staff believes that Options 1 and 3 are equally acceptable options. However, any Option chosen 
would require the City of Detroit to enter into potentially extensive negotiations with Detroit Coke, 
Allied-Signal and MDEQ. Furthermore, until the City negotiates an agreement with the current site 
owners, the staff recommend that USEPA continue to enforce the current corrective action requirements 
imposed upon the current UIC permit holders, Detroit Coke. Moreover, until MDEQ issues a corrective 
action permit or order to an owner or operator of the site, USEPA must continue to maintain the lead of 
the corrective action requirements at the site. 



I DETROIT COKE COMMERCIAL INJECTION WELL OPERATION AND SITE 
CLEAN-UP, DETROIT, Ml 

BACKGROUND 

The Detroit Coke facility, located at the confluence of the Detroit and Rouge rivers, is in 
southwest Detroit, adjacent to the Zug Island industrial complex. Detroit Coke was a coking 
facility that produced waste ammonia liquor as a by-product of the coking of coal. The 
wastestream was disposed of into three on-site Class I hazardous waste injection wells 
completed in the Munising Formation. The three wells were constructed and operated between 
1969 and 1990. 

In September of 1990, the Detroit Coke facility was closed down. Since that time, the three 
injection wells have been used for disposing of ammonia liquor left in tanks at the time of shut 
down, and for disposing of rainwater which collects on site and in diked areas. In June, 1995, 
waste disposal well #1 was plugged. 

On March 26, 1996, Detroit Coke submitted an application to Region 5 for renewal of their two 
Underground Injection Control (UlC) permits. The permits are for two existing deep injection 
wells to allow for the disposal of potentially hazardous contaminated waters as part of the 
Corrective Action clean-up of the site and to continue disposal of rain water that collects on site. 
On August 15, 1996, Detroit Coke submitted an addendum to the application requesting that the 
new permits, if issued, authorize the use of the wells for commercial disposal of liquid non-
hazardous wastes. Detroit Coke has applied for hazardous waste disposal permits in case the 
contaminated ground water is hazardous. 

Although Detroit Coke is applying for hazardous waste disposal permits, if the permits are 
granted they must still apply for and receive an exemption to the land disposal ban before they 
can commence injection of hazardous waste. They are currently applying for commercial 
disposal of non-hazardous wastes only, however, they can request authorization for commercial 
disposal of hazardous waste in the future. 

CURRENT STATUS 

The UlC permit applications are currently under review by Region 5. The City of Detroit and 
citizens living near the facility are opposed to use of the wells for commercial disposal. The 
local ABC television affiliate has run investigative reports on the proposed use of the wells. The 
facility is located in a low income, minority area which qualifies as an environmental justice 
community. The city and community groups are redeveloping brownfield sites along the Detroit 
River and have plans for redevelopment of the Detroit Coke site. These plans will not go 
through if the site is used for commercial waste disposal. 



t RCRA CORRECTIVE ACTION 

Detroit Coke is currently undergoing Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 
Corrective Action under the authority of its UlC permits. On August 4, 1997, the U.S. EPA sent 
a Notice of Deficiency to Detroit Coke for its RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) Workplan. The 
facility is due to submit a response to the U.S. EPA by October 4, 1997. It is expected that the 
workplan will be approved and implementation of the RFI will begin by next spring. 

One aspect of the investigation will be sediment sampling of the Detroit and Rouge rivers to 
determine if coal tar and other contaminants have been released from the site. During the week 
of October 20th, 1997, members of the EPA and Michigan Department of Environmental Quality 
will utilize the Great Lakes National Program's boat to conduct sediment coring and video 
investigation of the river bottoms. The results of this investigation will be used to define the 
scope of Corrective Action activities that Detroit Coke must perform for the Detroit and Rouge 
Rivers. Clean up of the rivers at this site is one of the lead activities in implementation of the 
Detroit River Remedial Action Plan. 

FUTURE ACTIONS 

The EPA is planning a series of meetings with the public, elected officials, and the media during 
the week of October 20 to explain the UlC permitting program and site clean up activities. The 
UlC permit review process is continuing, including consideration of the environmental justice 
aspects of the proposed action. Site investigation and clean up activities continue on schedule. 

CONTACTS 

Allen Melcer (UlC) 6-1498 
Greg Rudloff (RCRA) 6-0455 



BACKGROUND 
Detroit Coke is a former coking facility occupying 60 acres at the confluence of the Detroit and Rouge rivers in southwest Detroit, 
MjMgan, adjacent to the Zug Island industrial complex. Detroit Coke produced waste ammonia liquor as a by-product of the coking 
cj^nl, and disposed of the ammonia liquor on-site into three permitted Underground Injection Control (UlC) wells. Detroit Coke is 
(SPintly undergoing RCRA Corrective Action under the authority of its UlC permits. 

In September of 1990, the Detroit Coke facility was closed down. The facility is located in a low income, minority area which 
qualifies as an environmental justice community. The city and community groups are redeveloping brownfield sites along the 
Detroit River and have plans for redevelopment of the Detroit Coke site. The City of Detroit has expressed interest in having the 
Environmental Response Division (ERD) of the MDEQ, the state equivalent to Superfund, take over the site in order to expedite 
corrective action. However, in a conference call on December 9,1997, ERD indicated that they did not intend to get invoived in the 
site (other than advising the city) since there was a responsible party proceeding with corrective action under a UlC permit. 

On January 2,1998, the site was repossessed by the State of Michigan due to non-payment of taxes. The State does not have 
clear title, however, because Allied-Signal and a number of other entities have liens against the property, and have not received 
notification of their right of redemption. Allied-Signal has indicated to the EPA that it intends to exercise its right of redemption and, 
after foreclosing on Detroit Coke, take possession of the property. Allied-Signal is continuing with Corrective Action and, after the 
site is cleaned, intend to sell the site. Allied plans to keep the UlC wells operational so that they can be used for corrective action 
and as an asset in marketing the site. 

CURRENT RCRA CORRECTIVE ACTION ACTIVITY 
Allied Signal submitted a revised RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) Work Plan to Region 5 on February 10,1998. The USEPA was 
reviewing the workplan until we became aware of the ERD investigation (see below). The QAPP for the workplan will be reviewed, 
however we plan on directing Allied Signal to fill in any data gaps left by the ERD investigation, rather than continue to review and 
comment on the remainder of the RFI Workplan. 

CURRENT ERD ACTIVITY 
On February 26,1998, Allied Signal notified EPA of an investigation that was being conducted at the Detroit Coke Site. After a 
series of phone calls, it turned out that ERD was conducting a site-wide investigation at the request of the city. ERD had not notified 
Detroit Coke, Allied Signal, or EPA of the investigation. At a meeting and site visit on March 3,1998, ERD explained that they 

*

1 to move quickly with the investigation, and that notifying anyone might cause discussion that would slow the project, in 
n, ERD felt there was no need to notify anyone since it was their understanding that the property had reverted to the State. 

ERD stated that they would send a copy of the completed investigation to EPA in April, 1998. ERD explained that the purpose of the 
investigation was to assess the contamination level and determine the feasibility of locating cement silos on the property (which the 
city would like to do). ERD stated that they had no intention of cleaning up the site. However later in the meeting, ERD asked if 
EPA would consider an ERD led cleanup to Act 201 standards as meeting the requiremeals of RCRA Corrective Action. ERD 
stated they may pursue this option if RCRA Corrective Action proceeds too slowly. 

The corrective action i^ being performed under the authority of the Federal UlC program. The Waste Division contends that it is 
Water Division's responsibility to decide if corrective action at this site will be given to MDEQ ERD. However, since the UlC permit is 
a RCRA permit by rule, permitted corrective action is implemented under the RCRA regulations, authority for which have been 
delegated to the State. USEPA has not conferred the authority to issue RCRA corrective action orders to MDEQ. MDEQ's Waste 
Management program (State RCRA program) does not want to oversee the site, and in fact, does not recognize the site as a RCRA 
site. 

ISSUES 
1. Who has authority to give oversight ofthe corrective action to ERD? UlC? Waste Division? MDEQ Waste Management? 
2. Whether the ERD and the City have the authority to inspect the facility without providing notification to parties that have a 

property interest in the site? Is ERD and the City in contravention of USEPA's Corrective Action process? 
3. Corrective Action is being required under the Federal UlC permits and the UlC program has not been delegated in 

Michigan. What is the mechanism for requiring corrective action if the site is given to ERD? 
4. Should EPA allow a facility to undergo Corrective Action under a non-federally enforceable and less stringent state law (Act 

201) as a substitute for RCRA? 
5. Will EPA accept Act 201 cleanup standards (currently being revised) for RCRA Corrective Action? 
6. Will EPA accept data generated by ERD with no QAPP or workplan (workplan was only 4 pages) review? 
7. ERD and the city operating autonomous of the facility and EPA are complicating the RCRA Corrective Action process. 
8. Public participation may be required for such a departure from normal RCRA Corrective Action. 
9^^ ERD has stated that there will be no attempt to cost recover expenses for the current investigation. 
1 Environmental groups view this activity as a taxpayer give-away to LaFarge (cement company with storage silos). 

CONTACTS 
Allen Melcer (UlC) 6-1498 
GregRudloff (RCRA) 6-0455 
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DETROIT COKE RESPONSE TO RFI WORKPLAN NOD 

BACKGROUND 

Tl^^etroit Coke facility, located at the confluence of the Detroit and Rouge rivers, Is In southwest Detroit, adjacent to the Zug 
I^H Industrial complex. Detroit Coke was a coking facility that produced waste ammonia liquor as a by-product of the coking 
ol^bl. This wastestream was disposed of Into three on-site Class I hazardous waste Injection wells completed In the Munlsing 
Formation. The three wells were constructed and operated between 1969 and 1990. 

In September of 1990, the Detroit Coke facility was closed down. Since that time, the three Injection wells have been used for 
disposing of ammonia liquor left In tanks at the time of shut down, and for disposing of rainwater which collects on site and In 
diked areas. In June, 1995, waste disposal well #1 was plugged. The facility Is located In a low Income, minority area which 
qualifies as an environmental justice community. The city and community groups are redeveloping brownfleld sites along the 
Detroit River and have plans for redevelopment of the Detroit Coke site 

Detroit Coke Is currently undergoing Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Corrective Action under the authority of 
Its UlC permits. On August 4, 1997, the U.S. EPA sent a Notice of Deficiency to Detroit Coke for Its RCRA Facility Investigation 
(RFI) Workplan. The facility Is due to submit a response to the U.S. EPA by November 4,1997. It Is expected that the 
workplan will be approved and Implementation of the RFI will begin by next spring. 

RECENT EPA ACTIVITY 

On October 22-24, a side-scan sonar survey, video survey, and sediment sampling were conducted in the Rouge River off of 
the Detroit Coke facility. No visual signs of contamination were Identified during the Investigation. The results of this study will 
be used to direct further Investigation during the RFI. Clean up of the rivers at this site Is one of the lead activities In 
Implementation of the Detroit River Remedial Action Plan. 

MAJOR ELEMENTS OF DETROIT COKE'S RESPONSE 

Detroit Coke would like to replace Its RCRA Corrective Action requirements with a Brownflelds Redevelopment Plan. Detroit 
Coke proposes that the scope of work for the RFI be replaced by the following: 

Remove remaining coal tar In secondary containment structure for the tar storage tanks; 
Remove remaining surface structures at the facility; 
Consolidate all visually contaminated soils to the tar tank area; 
Cap the tar tank area with 2 feet of clay; 
Regrade the site; 
Establish a ground water monitoring system; 
Develop Institutional controls; and 
Do additional soil sampling and a risk assessment only If needed based upon conditions encountered during the 
previous steps. 

In addition, Detroit Coke proposes that the possibility of transferring corrective action for the site to Michigan's Site Reclamation 
^Program (Act 201) and applying for assistance from the REUS Action Team. -

ISSUES 

Brownfleld projects are generally excluded at sites where there Is an existing regulatory mechanism (such as a UlC 
permit) to address contamination. 
Allowing a facility to avoid RCRA Corrective Action through a Brownflelds approach would establish an unfavorable 
precedent. 
The proposal Includes no additional site characterization to support the remedy as being protective of the environment. 
Consolidation of Impacted soils could violate LDRs and require a CAMU. 
Lack of characterization could hamper redevelopment. 
The criteria that would trigger additional soil sampling and a risk assessment are unacceptably vague. 
There may not be a legal mechanism to transfer the Corrective Action authority to Michigan. 
Public/elected official participation would be required for such a departure from normal RCRA Corrective Action. 

ACTS 

Allen Melcer (UlC) 6-1498 
Greg Rudloff (RCRA) 6-0455 



DETROIT COKE COMMERCIAL INJECTION WELL OPERATION AND SITE CLEAN-UP. DETROIT. Ml 

BACKGROUND 

Tflftetroit Coke facility, located at the confluence of the Detroit and Rouge rivers, Is In southwest Detroit, adjacent to the Zug 
Industrial complex. Detroit Coke was a coking facility that produced waste ammonia liquor as a by-product of the coking 

of coal. The wastestream was disposed of Into three on-site Class I hazardous waste Injection wells completed in the Munlsing 
Formation. The three wells were constructed and operated between 1969 and 1990. 

In September of 1990, the Detroit Coke facility was closed down. Since that time, the three Injection wells have been used for 
disposing of ammonia liquor left In tanks at the time of shut down, and for disposing of rainwater which collects on site and In 
diked areas. In June, 1995, waste disposal well #1 was plugged. 

On March 26, 1996, Detroit Coke submitted an application to Region 5 for renewal of their two Underground Injection Control 
(UlC) permits. The permits are for two existing deep Injection wells to allow for the disposal of potentially hazardous 
contaminated waters as part of the Corrective Action clean-up of the site and to continue disposal of rain water that collects on 
site. On August 15,1996, Detroit Coke submitted an addendum to the application requesting that the new permits. If Issued, 
authorize the use of the wells for commercial disposal of liquid non-hazardous wastes. Detroit Coke has applied for hazardous 
waste disposal permits In case the contaminated ground water Is hazardous. 

Although Detroit Coke Is applying for hazardous waste disposal permits. If the permits are granted they must still apply for and 
receive an exemption to the land disposal ban before they can commence injection of hazardous waste. They are currently 
applying for commercial disposal of non-hazardous wastes only, however, they can request authorization for commercial 
disposal of hazardous waste In the future. 

CURRENT STATUS 

The UlC permit applications are currently under review by Region 5. The City of Detroit and citizens living near the facility are 
opposed to use of the wells for commercial disposal. The local ABC television affiliate has run Investigative reports on the 
proposed use of the wells. The facility Is located In a low Income, minority area which qualifies as an environmental justice 
community. The city and community groups are redeveloping brownfleld sites along the Detroit River and have plans for 

/elopment of the Detroit Coke site. These plans will not go through If the site Is used for commercial waste disposal. r^p^e 

RCRA CORRECTIVE ACTION 

Detroit Coke Is currently undergoing Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Corrective Action under the authority of 
Its UlC permits. On August 4, 1997, the U.S. EPA sent a Notice of Deficiency to Detroit Coke for Its RCRA Facility Investigation 
(RFI) Workplan. The facility Is due to submit a response to the U.S. EPA by October 4,1997. It Is expected that the workplan 
will be approved and Implementation of the RFI will begin by next spring. 

One aspect of the Investigation will be sediment sampling of the Detroit and Rouge rivers to determine If coal tar and other 
contaminants have been released from the site. During the week of October 20th, 1997, members of the EPA and Michigan 
Department of Environmental Quality will utilize the Great Lakes National Program's boat to conduct sediment coring and video 
Investigation of the river bottoms. The results of this Investigation will be used to define the scope of Corrective Action activities 
that Detroit Coke must perform for the Detroit and Rouge Rivers. Clean up of the rivers at this site Is one of the lead activities 
In Implementation of the Detroit River Remedial Action Plan. 

FUTURE ACTIONS 

The EPA Is planning a series of meetings with the public, elected officials, and the media during November or December to 
explain the UlC permitting program and site clean up activities. The UlC permit review process is continuing. Including 
consideration of the environmental justice aspects of the proposed action. Site Investigation and clean up activities continue on 
schedule. 

CONTACTS 

Allen Melcer (UlC) 6-1498 
Gjii^Rudloff (RCRA) 6-0455 n 
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State of Illinois 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

ary A. Gade, Director 2200 Churchill Road, Springfield, IL 62794-9276 

June 25,1997 

Mr. Gerald W. Phillips 
Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region V 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, II60604-3590 

Dear Mr. Phillips; 

I have enclosed a signed copy of the RCRA Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the 
Illinois EPA and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 5. Finalization of this MOU not 
only strengthens the working relations between our agencies, but establishes yet another tool to 
address environmental cleanup and industrial redevelopment in Illinois. 

Thank you for your assistance during the drafting, review and negotiation of this MOU. Your 
insight and dedication to the creation of the MOU was most helpful. Please contact Steve 
Colantino or me at 217/785-9407 if you have any questions or comments. 

Sincerely, 

Gary P. King, Manager 
Division of Remedial Management 

Printed on Recycled Piper 



Memorandum of Understanding 
between 

the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
and 

the United States Environmental Protection Agency Region 5 
on 

the Illinois Site Remediation Program, 
the Illinois Tiered Approach to Corrective Action Objectives, 

and 
the Environmental Remediation Programs 

administered by 
the Region 5 Waste, Pesticides, and Toxics Division 

under 
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 

and 
the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) 

I. Introduction 

The Illinois Environmental Protection Agency ("Illinois EPA") and the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5 ("Region 5") entered a Memorandum of Agreement 
("MOA") under the Resource Conversation and Recovery Act ("RCRA") Subtitle C, effective 
January 31,1986. Illinois EPA and Region 5 have periodically modified that MCA to reflect 
authorization changes. Among other things, the RCRA MOA established operating procedures 
for general RCRA program coordination and communication imder Subtitle C between Illinois 
EPA and Region 5. Illinois EPA and Region 5 do not have a general operating MOA imder 
Subtitle 1, but have maintained a continuous working relationship under successive co-operative 
agreements since 1987. 

On April 6, 1995 the Illinois EPA and Region 5 entered Superflind Memorandum of Agreement, 
Addendum No. 1. That agreement specifies how the Illinois EPA Pre-Notice Site Cleanup 
Program, precursor of the Site Remediation Program referenced in this MOU, intersects with 
administration of the Superfund program by Region 5 and Illinois EPA. 

Effective December 21,1995, the Environmental Protection Act of the State of Illinois was 
amended to add Title XVll: Site Remediation Program (415 Illinois Compiled Statutes 5/58 -
58.12). Title XVll was amended effective June 30, 1996. The Illinois EPA and Region 5 have 
agreed to establish this Memorandum of Understanding ("MOU") for the following purposes: 

(1) to encourage voluntary environmental cleanup, which is protective of human health and 
the environment, at contaminated locations in Illinois; 

(2) to establish how the State of Illinois Site Remediation Program intersects with RCRA and 
the Toxic Substances Control Act ("TSCA"), as administered by the Waste, Pesticides, 
and Toxics Division of Region 5; and 

t 
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(3) to recognize the Illinois EPA's use of the Tiered Approach to Corrective Action 
Objectives (35 111. Adm. Code 742) for sites subject to RCRA or the TSCA'. 

This MOU is not intended to alter any other existing agreements between Region 5 and Illinois 
EPA, including the Memorandum of Agreement authorizing administration of the State's RCRA 
Subtitle C program. 

II. Background 

The Illinois EPA and Region 5 recognize that revitalization of contaminated property provides a 
significant benefit to both the environment and the economy. This is especially true for 
"brownfields". The term "brownfields" refers to properties which are abandoned, idled, or 
under-used industrial and commercial facilities where expansion or redevelopment is 
complicated by real or perceived environmental contamination. Some of the contaminated 
properties in Illinois, including some brownfields, are subject to environmental cleanup 
requirements which are established by Federal laws (e.g., closure, post-closure, and corrective 
action imder RCRA; PCB Cleanup Policy under TSCA; the National Oil and Hazardous 
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act ( CERCLA")). 

Both Illinois EPA and Region 5 are mandated to protect human health and the environment and 
both play a critical role in Illinois in the cleanup and redevelopment of brownfields. Each 
Agency acknowledges the potential benefits that can be achieved by clarifying the liabilities 
associated with brownfields as a result of environmental cleanup requirements in both State and 
Federal laws. Both agencies recognize each other as key partners in addressing the perceived 
uncertainties in the financing, transfer and development of brownfields. Both agencies seek to 
facilitate the productive use of their authorities and resources in ways that are mutually 
complementary euid are not redundant. Both Region 5 and Illinois EPA acknowledge their 
mutual respect, positive working relationship and commitment to the successful implementation 
of the MOU. In particular, both agencies seek to protect human health and the environment by: 

(1) Promoting appropriate voluntary investigations and cleanups of brownfields in Illinois. 

(2) Developing partnerships between Region 5, Illinois EPA, other Federal, State, local 
governmental agencies and other stakeholders, including representatives from the private 
sector and citizen/community groups, for the cleanup and redevelopment of brovmfields. 

(3) Providing information and teclmical assistance to the key stakeholders to allow for 
informed decision making by property owners, prospective purchasers, lenders, public and 
private developers, citizens, municipalities, counties and elected officials. 

^Facilities which perform PCB cleanups under this MOU must, at this time, be limited to TACO Tier 1 
cleanup due to regulatory limitations under the preemption provisions of Section 18 of TSCA and the applicable 
PCB disposal rules and polices (e.g. U.S. EPA's Spill Cleanup Policy, 40 CFR 761 Subpart G). Upon adoption of 
the pending amendments to TSCA PCB rules. Region V EPA anticipates modifying this MOU to include PCB 
cleanups under Tiers 2 and 3 of TACO. 



t (4) Ensuring remediation of sites that protects human health and the environment and 
promoting revitalization of contaminated property for an appropriate use. 

(5) Promoting processes by which corrective action activities and consistent cleanup 
objectives are carried out. 

III. Illinois EPA Administration of Title XVII 

Illinois EPA's administrative responsibilities under Title XVll are divided into several subject 
matters, two of which directly pertain to the purposes of this MOU. First, Illinois EPA is 
directed to administer a program that provides standards and procedures for remediation 
activities for sites voluntarily entering the Site Remediation Program. (See Sections 
58.6,58.7,58.8,and 58.10). These standards and procedures are set forth in 35 111. Adm. Code 
740. Second, Illinois EPA is directed to establish, through the Illinois Pollution Control Board, 
risk-based remediation objectives. (See Section 58.5). These standards are incorporated in 35 111. 
Adm. Code 742. 

A. Site Remediation Program (35 111. Adm. Code 740) 

Under Title XVll, any "remediation applicant"^ who proceeds under the Title may choose to 
have the Illinois EPA review and approve any of the remediation objectives for any or all of the 
"regulated substances of concern"^ by submitting plans and reports to Illinois EPA. Illinois EPA 
then carries out its review in conformance with Title XVll and its rules. Illinois EPA may 
approve, disapprove, or approve with conditions, a plan or report. Under Title XVll, Illinois 
EPA administers the Site Remediation Program using 35 111. Adm. Code 740. Part 740, in turn, 
requires remediation objectives to be established in accordance with 35 111. Adm. Code 742. Part 
740 allows sites to enter the Site Remediation Program to the extent allowed by federal law, 
federal authorization, or by other federal approval, such as through this MOU. 

In the case of Illinois EPA approving, or approving with conditions, a plan or report, Illinois 
EPA prepares a document known as a "No Further Remediation Letter." Within 45 days of a 
remediation applicant's receipt of such a letter, the remediation applicant must submit the letter 
to the Office of the Recorder or the Registrar of Titles of the County in which the site is located. 
When the letter is accepted and recorded in accordance with Illinois law so that it forms a 
permanent part of the chain of title for the site, the letter becomes effective. The remediation 
applicant then submits a copy of the letter, as recorded, to the Illinois EPA. 

The Illinois EPA's issuance of the No Further Remediation Letter signifies a release from further 
responsibilities under the State of Illinois Environmental Protection Act in performing the 

^"Remediation Applicant" means any person seeking to perform or performing investigative or remedial 
activities under Title XVll, including the owner or operator of the site or persons authorized by law or consent to act 
on behalf of or in lieu of the owner or operator of the site. 

^"Regulated substance of concern" means any contaminant that is expected to be present at the site based 
upon past and current land uses and associated releases that are known to the "Remediation Applicant" based upon 
reasonable inquiry. 



s approved remedial action and shall be considered prima facie evidence that the site does not 
constitute a threat to human health and the environment and does not require further remediation 
under that act, so long as the site is maintained and utilized in accordance with the terms and 
conditions of the No Further Remediation Letter. 

B. Tiered Approach to Corrective Action Objectives ("TACO") (35 111. Adm. Code 742) 

TACO establishes a comprehensive tiered approach to the development of remediation 
objectives at sites evaluating cleanup needs in Illinois. This approach sets forth five independent 
methodologies for use, singly or in combination, in developing methodologies. The centerpiece 
of TACO is a set of Tier 1 baseline objectives for residential and commercial uses that were 
drawn directly from the technical concepts and principles established by USEPA's final "Soil 
Screening Guidance: User's Guide", EPA/540/R-96/018,PB96-963505 (April 1996)). TACO is 
used by the Illinois EPA in developing remediation objectives for remediation activities under 
the following programs: 

(1) Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (35 111. Adm. Code 731 and 732); 

(2) Site Remediation Program (35 111. Adm Code 740); and 

(3) RCRA Part B Permits and Closure Plans (35 111. m. Code 724 and 725). 

IV. Eligibility for Site Remediation Program Under 35 111. Adm. Code 740 

This agreement approves the use of 35 111. Adm. Code 740 with regards to contaminated 
properties in Illinois subject to RCRA or TSCA except for the following: 

(1) facilities which are required to have RCRA permits'* issued by either (i) Illinois EPA, (ii) 
U.S. EPA, or (iii) both agencies; 

(2) sites at which investigation or remedial action has been required by a Federal court order 
or an order issued by the U.S. EPA. Such orders include orders or consent agreement and 
consent orders issued under: 

Section 3008(a), 3008(h), 3013, 7003, or 9003(h) of RCRA; 
Section 16 of TSCA; and 
Sections 106,107,120, and 122 of CERCLA; 

(3) units, and associated releases from such units, at which treatment, storage, or disposal of 
hazardous waste has occurred after November 19, 1980, and whose owners and operators 

''RCRA Subtitle C permits for the treatment, storage or disposal of hazardous waste shall require corrective 
action for all releases of hazardous waste or constituents from any solid waste management unit at the permitted 
facility, regardless of the time at which waste was placed in the unit. Illinois EPA is authorized by U.S. EPA to 
issue, administer, and enforce such permits. U.S. EPA may also enforce such permits. 



t are required to (and have not yet) plan, conduct and certify closure and, if necessary, post-
closure monitoring and maintenance pursuant to Subtitle C of RCRA; 

(4) properties which are the subject of an order or a consent agreement and consent order 
proposed to be issued by Region 5 under section 3008(a), 3008(h), 3013, 7003, or 9003(h) 
of RCRA; or section 16 of TSCA; 

(5) properties approved by, or seeking the approval of, U.S. EPA under TSCA (40 CFR Part 
761, Subpart D) for the disposal or commercial storage or polychlorinated biphenyls 
(PCBs); 

(6) sites listed in the CERCLA National Priorities List (40 CFR Part 300, Appendix B); and 

(7) sites subject to 35 111. Adm. Code 807, 810-817, or 830-832 that have not satisfied all 
development, operation, and closure requirements (including postclosure) applicable under 
35 111. Adm. Code 807, 810-817, or 830-832. 

V. Principles 

A. Although nothing in this MOU constitutes a release from liability under applicable Federal 
law, generally Region 5 does not anticipate taking any federal environmental cleanup action 
under RCRA or TSCA at a site, or portion thereof where the Illinois EPA has approved a 
remediation as having met the requirements of 35 111. Adm. Code 742 through: 

(1) a "No Further Remediation" letter issued pursuant to 35 111. Adm. Code 731,732 or 740; 

(2) a Part B permit issued pursuant to 35 111. Adm. Code 724; or 

(3) a closure certification approval issued pursuant to 35 111. Adm. Code 724 or 725. 

This principle shall not apply if Region 5 determines that there may be an imminent and 
substantial endangerment to public health, welfare or the environment at a site, or portion 
thereof, where Illinois EPA has approved a remediation as having met the requirements of 35 111. 
Adm. Code 742. This principle shall not apply if the letter, permit or approval ceases to be in 
effect. If, following the issuance of the No Further Remediation Letter, permit or approval by 
Illinois EPA, conditions at the site previously unknown to Illinois EPA and/or Region 5 indicate 
that the response action undertaken is not protective of human health and the environment, 
Illinois EPA and Region 5 reserve the right to take necessary response action to protect human 
health and the environment. 

B. Pursuant to this MOU, Region 5 approves the use of 35 111. Adm Code 740 for sites subject to 
RCRA or TSCA only at eligible sites. In this light. Region 5 acknowledges the use of 35 111. 
Adm. Code 740, in conjunction with the applicable requirements of 35 111. Adm. Code 731 or 
732, for remediation of sites subject to RCRA Subtitle I, as long as the remediation meets the 
requirements of 35 111. Adm. Code 742. 



t VI. Reporting 

Upon request, Illinois EPA will provide to Region 5 the following; 

(1) The name and location of sites with regard to which remediation applicants are seeking 
Illinois EPA review and approval pursuant to 35 111. Adm. Code 740; and 

(2) The Illinois EPA review status of applications, and the status of remediation applicants' 
compliance with plans or reports approved, disapproved, or approved with conditions, by 
Illinois EPA pursuant to 35 111. Adm. Code 740. 

To the extent practicable, for those sites identified by the Illinois EPA pursuant to VI,(1), Region 
5 will provide notice to Illinois EPA in an enforcement confidential manner when U.S. EPA is 
proposing to issue an environmental cleanup order under Section 3008(a), 3008(h), 3013, 7003, 
or 9003(h) of RCRA; or Section 16 of TSCA. 

VII. Reservation of Rights 

Notwithstanding any provision in this MOU, Region 5 and Illinois EPA reserve any and all 
rights or authority that they respectively have and nothing in any provision of this MOU limits or 
affects the authority or ability of either Agency to take any action authorized by law. 

This MOU will be reviewed on an annual basis by Region 5 and Illinois EPA. In addition, at the 
request of either Agency, this MOU may be reevaluated and modified as appropriate. 



VIII. Signatures 

This MOU has been developed by mutual cooperation and consent, and hereby becomes an 
integral part of Illinois EPA's and Region 5's working relationship. The effective date of this 
MOU is July 1, 1997. 

t 

For the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 

d. 
Director Q 
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 

Date 

For the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Acting Regional Administrator 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5 

^ a /ff 7 
-i-



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

MAY 0 4 m 
Date: 

Subject: Request for RCRA Support for Remedial Facility Investigation 

From: Edward P. Watters, Chief 
Safe Drinking Water Branch (WD-17J) 

To: Karl E. Bremer, Chief 
RCRA Permitting Branch (HRP-8J) 

It has been determined that the assistance of the RCRA Michigan 
Section is required in the matter of conducting a remedial 
facility investigation at the Detroit Coke facility in Detroit, 
Michigan. The following paragraph outlines why such assistance 
is needed. 

Detroit Coke announced that they were ceasing operations and 
closing the plant in September, 1991. Their hazardous waste 
injection wells are currently in temporarily abandoned status 
while the company decides on a course of action. The remedial 
facility investigation was submitted by Detroit Coke in November 
of 1991, in order to fulfill the requirements of their 
Underground Injection Control (UIC) permits. Members of the UIC 
Section have reviewed the report and are preparing a letter to 
Detroit Coke requesting some clarifications. As the UIC Program 
does not have much experience in reviewing and processing 
remedial facility investigations, we would appreciate input from 
your program on the content and on procedures for processing the 
investigation. Attached for your review is a copy of the 
remedial facility investigation along with additional information 
sent by Detroit Coke after the original submittal. 

The permit writer assigned to this site is Allen Melcer, who can 
be contacted at 886-1498. Please notify him as soon as this 
project is assigned. 

Your cooperation in this matter is greatly appreciated. 

Attachments 




